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In order to determine how vocdational education/\j
-programs should be evaluated, it is.first necessary to define N
vocational education, to descr1be how vocational education programs
are now being evaluated, to find out how other federal education .
‘programs are evaluated, and to suggest whatdécriteria might :easonably o=
be set out in future federal 1eg1slat1on for. the evaluation of
vocational education. Vocational education can be defined as
encompassing some 28,000 institutions providing ‘three types of ve
occupational preparat1on,‘1n nine general types of program areas, at
four educational levels, to meet the needs of at least seven special .
needs groups. Studies by several researcher and Congress1ona1 ‘e . '
" hearings have demonstrated that vocational education'is being ‘ ¢,
. evaluated on a variety. of cr1ter1a, with - a confusing mix of data.
Federal regulations, howewer, call’ for each state vocational

education program to be evaluated once -every, five years in terms of
,plang g and’ operat1ona1 processes, student ach1evgméht, student °
employment success, and reésults of additional servides provided .to-

speC1a1 populations. Title 1 (Educat1on of- D1§advantaged Children)
and Public Law 94-142 (Education of the Handicapped). have somewhat .
different evdluation teqﬁ;tements than the Vocational Education» =~
Amendments set forth, ra151ng,quesétons of whether evaluatién should
be seen as a management and account1ng activity for the federal >

-—

~government or as a.diagno:
and districts. It is sugge

tic and planning tool for:local 'schools
ted that the federal role in vocational ., ,

educaiﬁon evaluation requ1§ements be lessened, inasmuch as the - *
federal -government provides less than 10 percent of its support. It

is also proposed that evaluation criteria be developed pertaining to
program improvement and.that evaluation of labor market demands be
left to the federal government. (kc) - :

. .
? . . . —
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’ 1. Introduction . p
. : ' ' ‘ 3 ™
How should vocatiomal -education programs be evaluated? This is the ~
question addressed in this paper. Specifically, we.edd;ess the quegstion ,
/ : ~ : ' .a C N v
\ from the perspective of federal vocational education legislation. In \
\ rder to suggest-answere to the queston; we first address the follow- . v
" . K - v AP . PR
- * oy
' \ ng qqestions, which will provide a basis for our answers;
A\ I : ﬂ " T
- What is vocational gducation? < -~ -
- How are vocational educatioﬁ‘}rograms now being evaluated? .
: N .
i - How are other federal education programs. evaluated? o -
. \ ¢ Sy .
\\‘f . - What criteria m1ghn reasonably be set out in future federal legls— -
v lation for the evaluation of yocational’ edueat1on’ .
- \-\
' Befpre embarking on at least brief answers téfthese questions, t@is intro-
. ’ . ‘ ) 0
‘ dugtion describes the background to this paper. = . . 7
f , . — ¢ ‘
In the hearings prior to the 1976.Education Amendments by the U.S. =
ie > t - -
Congnfss, there was much criticism of ﬁast evaluation and‘planning efforts .
\ ! o
. connected with vocational éducation. °As/the Interim Report of the NIE —=
7{ ' N \ . B - -
ngatio al Education Study described it: .. {] .
. \ "4‘ Y - LI
ﬁ\. . in 1976; Congresslheard gepeated criticisms of the
i planning proceSs) ‘and in particular of coordination ameng ‘
. ;2$%$g§3fr parties: 1nvolve¢ and of use of current data, The 1976 , . . &\
. fwﬁ kAmendvﬁ-fsgp nsequently incorporated a number of provisions L ,\\
Vo fkgﬁtg a5d toﬁ mpﬁgﬁe planning and evaluation procedures. ‘- - '
. , Fi' 't © (National Institute of Educat1on, 1980, p. 916)
_— ~ /58 B L
The Int§ A#Report goégfon to point out thatone of the mechanlsms by . ;
-which Congress sought to zﬁ%rove the degree to which plann1ng was, 1nformed . '/A
. ’i ‘ ° E"i)‘
by relevant,data was by establishing new evfluation requ1rements. Specif- -~ ?‘
L ' B
( cally Section 112(b) (1) of the .1976 amendments stipulated that: ~ A
(A)*each Statefshall,,duning the -five-year period of . . df R
. the State plan, evaluate the effectiveness\of each pro« L.k
. gram within the State being assisted with fynds.available . - fg?
' - 'undér this Act; and the results of these ev luatlons shall . Ny
r : be used to revise the State's programsSﬁ. NN . B . 'ﬁ., |
. -t Lo 1 s " : .t
l\ ‘ 3 “n - N i o

\ B




. . —< -~ . 5 .
(B) each State,shall evaluate, . . . each such pro-*
" gram within the State which purpofts to impart entry
level job Skills according to the extent to which program L
‘“ completers and leavers-—' ’ . .

[ 4 . N

-~

(1) f1nd.employment 1n‘0ccupat10ns related to .
thelr(tralnlng, and’ .

< 4 R} \ v .
. (ii) are considered by their employers to be .
well-trained and prepared for employment. . . . .- .

. ’ . ‘ . .

’ 13 o' v . .

~. = Two themes are .apparent in the\language of this 'section. "First is

\J v . L

-

v, ; : . .
that evaluations of teffect{veness shdul Pe used to revise and improve

vocational programs. Second is the notion that programs which’seek to

preﬁare students directly for employment should Be evaluated in terms of
_whether they subsequently dg find employment related to their ;ra;ning,

]
and are considered well-trained by their employers. The latter idea was .
0 < .

a reflection, of a broader theme in the 1976 legisldtion, namedy that.

- vocatignal education programs should be more closely articulated with
‘labor mark 5. cond1t10ns and demands for sKilled labor. Aften\all it is

of 11tt1e\€en2¥;t to anyone for a program to produce 1nd1v1duals skilled -
- Y

in; say, repalr of television and radio vacuum tybes, when most such

1
—_—
- .

1ns‘truments DOW use tran51stors.

7

But if the mot1vat1ons beh1nd the 1976 vocational education evaluat1o

b ]

Y »

[} . . .
req%irements‘are easy to understand, it is ‘far less clear exactly what the \
' effects of ‘thee requirements have been. Available evidence on this point
w111 be ;‘ev1ewed 1n section '[II hut \FQr ‘the moment SUFFlce it to ex“lam
that 3;nd1ng re thotization of federal vocatlonal education in 1982, the

Vocat 1 EducaL1on tudy was mandated to analyze "“the means of asse551ng ©

3

t
c .

. In connection irh this ma date, he study staff asked us to consider

.. \'- ,é -— , . 5 ‘ Ty . N r: [y
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t

‘:ocouoetianal éellingi; Indeed"'the oldest meaning of the word in the
3

" English language ref s to "action on the part of God in.calling a person
. ! . : Y .

Usysteps a I

sonably be specified in federal legislation as

.

bas es for -evaluating vocational education programs. This paper,kis one

'what criteria‘might T

N

product of tha

II. What Is

consideratidon ’

ocgtlonal Educatlon’ T~

a

*

. Thrs/ouestlon seems a reasonabIe place to b%gln. The f1rst\£:1nt to

note/}é that the very phrase "vocatlonal education" connotes two different |
: ! oore v .
o . ~ \ ' ’ ]

t és of goals . The adJectlve "vocatlonal" indicates clearly that we are

ot referring 51mp1y to general education, but to educatlon for vocations.

~ o .

Vocation réfers,,ofroourse, flot just to-work or labor.,~but-to partlcular

¢ T

3

-
~

to' exercise some, function" (Oxford English Dictionary). At the same time,
. ¥

A 2
&

however, the subject of the phrdse is education -- "the process of nour-

(V3
-

i \
1sh1ng or rearlng a child or young person" (Ibld‘).* The point.of this :

~

\dlstlnctlon 1s mbre than merely semantic, for: 1t is easy to forget that

“‘ [ K Y

vocatlonal edudat;on is not synonymous with vocatlonal training, that .
‘; .

-

the’ former refqrs to a particular form of educatlon. )
-

But befdre attempting.to draw out any rmpllcatlons from thls d15t1nct10n,
) .
“the’ questlon of this sectlon at a more pract1ca1 level. What

let me addrg'

in

* exactly are ﬁ%e sorts of programs funded under fedéral vocatiomal educational

P ~ 1f’ i
legislatiovéﬁjThe vocatlonal educatlon“%nterprlse is "a congery of different
4

not -a 51ng1e system; it is decen ralized and diversified. Its

-

i

prOgrhmso‘}}nstructlon are offered in differe kinds of institutionsﬂ The

.

, ; L . B

*Accordi‘ ito" the OED, voeeglon i's a $lightly older wWord in’ the Engllsh
t}on (1540).

langua {(1426), tﬁén edu




’

\ s ’ ' ¥

.

number of students enrolled in Jts f#ide variety of programs and courses

was 17 3 M1ll;on in 1979, (Natlonal Instltute of Education, 1980). According
)

» -

t?fBottome (1980};’5he execuqive diréetoi of the “American VocatlonaliAssocia-

— . N -

tion -"Essentially vocational edueation provides 1earning experiences that
- S .- ' D Y
further the occupatlonal awareness, exploratlon preparation, and special-
N

. 1zed needs of its cllents, typlcally aged 14 -6p." . J

Accordlng to the’ latest report of the Natiohal Cénter for Educational
X

* Statistics (NCES) on The Condltion of Vocatlonal Educatlon (1980), there

1
) ( i 1. In-depth eXploration of. occupations to assist in . .

are nearly 28,000 d1fferent institutions nat10nw1de offering vocatienal .

. 14 .

education programi. Although the NCEthas described_these institutions in .

terms’ of some 18 different types, it notes that "even the identigication ‘
and deserihtien of the institutione has required in some instances ‘the use ,
9f generai fe;ms.th%% nask mamy signifieant even fundamenta} differences,

in insti;uxionaf\inéent or character"_(p.-SSO). The'largestusingle type o
of institution provf?ing veeasional education with-federal'suppore is public

. - M i, L . ~ .
clnprehensiVe and‘voeationalﬁnigh schoels;'aeCopnting for nearly 16,000

’ .
- -
i
Fw\

~ . . . .
'

l
schools. :

\' For tHis level, namely the secondary 1eve1,?yocatfona1 edpcators‘iypi«

7 . +

|
caBly descr1be three major purposes for the enterprise: -~

~ -

the career planning process. . .
. 2.. Devef\pment of occupat10na1 competencies de51gned

to be recognized for advanced placement in Yost-

secondary programs, and

. " R
* The NCES report‘indiéates that at least thrge types of institution offer-
ing vocatiopa } ‘programs do ot receive ‘federal vocational education funds; °
namely pri condary schools, private noncollegiate postsecondary
sghobls,_anﬂxgeggespondence schools. - s o

[N -
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.

Development of occupat1ona1 competehc1es necessary to
enter an occupatlon. <

PR

. 1
occupations. - , Do

; substantial numbers of secondary yocational StUdQQ:iT;i::i:Es beyond g
hlg“ school for some Jform of postsecondary schoollng -Fo OwW-up data .on the
high scheéol class of 1972 indicate that at some time wjthin four, years out
s -

‘of high séhool 54%-of vocational high school graduates @xroll in some ‘form

~

of -postsecondary education programs (including both academiq’and vocational
¢ - ! .
. postsecondary programs), as compared with 62.5% of general high school~-

graduates (Woods & Haney, 1981, Apﬁeﬁdix D). This trend toward pufsuit of

postsecgndary schooling by secondary vocatlonal graduates appears to have

v

been recognized 1mp11c1t1y by Congress in the 1976 Educatlon Amendments in

?

st1pu1at1ng that "1n no case can pursuit of, addltlonal educatlon or tralnlng

by program completers or leavers be considered negatively in these evalua-

»

. ) ’- * M 13 h
* tions" of dccupational” vocational programs (Section 112(b) (1)) . Thus,
- r .

follgw-up studies of secondary vocational graduates usually do (and certainiy
e ’ - .

should) distinguish between individuals who are i£¥tHe labor force and those

.

‘who are out of the labor force--~the latter referriﬁg to individuals who are

- enrolled in school full-time, are homemakers, and several otber categories -
%f individuals as well.- . ' . .

<

This_descrip‘tion only begins t® convey some of the complexity of the

~ vocational education enterprise. it is also worth moting that yocational .




/‘s—.

‘. program offerings are traditionally described in terms of nine program

"
areas: ot . , ) *

Agriculture - ‘.
Distributive . T
Health - ;

+ Consumer and homemaklng . . ) v’
Occupational home economics . '
Industrial arts | - . . .

.Office occupations y - - ‘ T
Technical , . . " ) '
Trade and industrial

S

e I —~ <
Nevertheless, when these types are disaggregated?¥ only for occupation-

~

ally specific programs, instructional programs keyed to nearly 100 different

-

Kl

pccunations can be identified (dondition.of Vocatignal .Educatidn, 1980,

Pp. 583-586), and these 100 occupatienélly_specific instructional programs

\\J are reportedly offered at all four levels of the vocational education enter-

oo

~— _ prise (secondary, postsecondary, adult-short-term, and adult-long-term). .

\

» . P » - . .

Such diversitykjs»all the more impressive when it is noted that enrollments
TS ' . e

in-occupationally specific vocational education programs make up only about

. 7 million of the estimated 17 mii}idn enrollments in vocational education

-~

programs overall in 1978-79 (inéluding both occupational and nonoccupational

programs) . B ’

One final aspect of d1ver51ty in the voéathnal enterprise deserves to

be mentloned namely, #zhe population of 1nd1v1duals 1ntended»to be served.
\

-

] As far bacK as the Smith- Hughes Act in 1917, the-target populatlon for

federally aided vocational edUCatlon programs has generally been understood",

to be high—school aged youth preparing for occupations.* HoWever, the

Y -

> .
* * Woeds & Haney, 1979, provides a more. detailed account of the evolutlon
) of federal leglslat1ve goals- in this regard. ‘
. MY X - ‘ ‘ e { .
. . . ; \
. » ‘ . ’ \

*
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. pOpuletion to be served. by vocatidnal education. Specifically, the 1963

. yomen, limited English-speaking persons, and American Indians.

Vocational Education Act of 1963 greatly elaborated the definition of the’

-
N

Act established the intent for vocational -educatipn to meet the needs of
four groups: (l}fyouth in.high school; (2) youth with special neegds; .
(3) youth -and adults _in full time postsecondary programs preparlng to enter |

the labor market; and- (4) youth and adults unemployed or at work and
» . \
needing tra1n1ng or/retralnlng to achieve employment stab111ty. The

spec1a1 needs group was deflned in the 1963 Act to 1nc1ude “persons, who
4
have academic, socideconomic, or other hahdicdps that prevent them frqm

succeeding in the regular vocational education program." While" the

.

r

>

"physically handlcapped" werevexp11c1t1y excluded from the special needs

group identified in 1963, it was added.as a spectal needs target group for
[ 4

vocatlonal education by the Educatlon Amendments of 1968, Moreover, the _
\' ~

Amendmen:sbof 1976 further extended the special needs definition tolinclude

» .

In “sum, the vocational education enterprise'is tremendouSly cdomplex
Ve >

and var1egated It encompasses at last count, §”e ;28, 000 1nst1tut10ns

. - -

. providing v0cat10na1 education 1nstnuct10n. It spans three quite different

.

" types of occupational preparation (occupational exploration,-preparation
4 AR 'Q . .o

L] . .

for advanced placement in subsequent otcupational preparation programs, and

preparation for, dirett entry ‘into occupations). Focusing only on occupa-

- -

t10na1 vocational educatioh, we see nine different general types of program

areas (spannlng ne/;iy 100 d1f£erent occupatlons for which vocatlonal pro-

.
e

ugrams seek-to prepare 1nd1v1duals). " Moreover, vocational educatlon programs

exist at four different levels of the educational system (secondary,




A

. . ' . . |
postsecondary, adult short-teriand adult long-term). Finally, and.on top
. . o N

-~ of all this, we see that vopatﬁoﬁbl education also is intended to meet 3
- . ) ! - ) oA,

-
.

e

the needs of at least seven sp%cifically identified special needs groups.
| .
IPII. How Are Vocational Educaﬁion Programs Now Being Evaluated? & .

| <

‘

Given an ‘enterprise of this iMagnitude and diversigy, how ‘are vocational
N | - : : :
education programs.now being evbluated? Before answering this question,

~ T« . let me describe\at least briefl& what is meant by evaluation., In its root

sen§§7~:g_gzg}uate meaﬁ% to determine the value or worth of a thing. Pro-

" gram evaluation as a maJor soc1a1 enterprise in the United States has

r developed only s1hce 1965 when' (the Elementary and Secondary Educatlon Act -

-

was passedﬁoy the U.S. Congress 'with explicit provisions for the evaluation !
: >,

of programs funded under the Act. Many different sorts of activities have
’ ' ‘ ) ’
taken place in the name of evaluation since then, including needs assess- .
] ]

ments, cost effectiveness stddieg, planned variation experiments,-program

L

documentation, and studies modeled after literary criticism. Nevertheless,
for the purpose of this paper we adopt the.definition of evaluation used in

é recent Congressio&elly mandated study of evaluation. of Federally funded
o ' * -,

elementary-and secondary education programs, as follows: .

Evaluation is defined-. . . as, a study designed to . : .
answer questions about what a program does in the :
. . interest of mak1ng ludgments about the program. The e
' quest1ons oftenaddressed include: Who is served? .t .
- What services are delivered? At what cost? With .
what effect? e | ' | -
. . r(Boruc& & Cordray, 1980,»pp. 1-4)*

-

- .

* See Chapter 2 of the Boruch § Cordray report for a brief review of

< " some of the diverse meanings attached to the word evaluation by . .
different sorts of observers. . .o ‘
T i - . -
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¥

. . Q . .
' Here, let me note simply ‘that while such requirements have been set out

* Given thlS def1n1t10n how are such questions be1ng answ€reg w1th

respect to vocat10na1 educat10n7 “Perhaps the easiest place to begln\"

. ~ -

answer;ng this question is W1th a descrlptlon of 1ntent' A full descrlptlon

v

¥
of the evaluatloﬂ\requ1rements for vocational education as déscribed in the

A -
XA
- @

Boruch & Cordray 11980) study is provided in Appendii 1 -of this p%?er.

IR .

1 ~ . ¢

at levels of bothefederal and state goverﬁment, and contain clear specifi-
cations of organizations and officials to be involved in evaluating voca-
tional education, the purpose of this paper is not to consQﬁer such pro- ’

ceduralsmatters, but instead to.analyze what criteria miéht reasona&?x'be_ .

v
~ . . v

set out for evaluating,voca;ional‘educétion programs at®the local level,
. Ve ‘

or to be more precise vocational'education programs .recgiving federal funds. -~

/ ! - .
Federal regulations currently call for each State Department of Edu- -

cation to evaluate theg effegtiveness of each such vocational education =

v . -

.

’

.

program, oncé within' the five-year period of the state ‘plan in .terms of:” -

" (1) planning and operational ﬁrbcesses; -t .
(2) student achievemept; i
. ™) ;fggent employmeﬂt sucEess, and _
N (4) _resﬁhts of additipnal services‘provideg to special
i \Po?u%ationé. , . -

X ¥

The eGaluatioh requirements specified in fe%pral regulatjons in October
. 4 s .

- 1977 were con51derab1y more exten51ve than the cr1ter1a:?ent10ned in the

al Amendments of 1976. Thus, before epsWerlng the question of , Z&

A3

let us describe at

Educati

how focational education programs ate now being evalpated,

i ¢ . . . . . / -
east briefly how the criteria mentioned in the 1976 legislation were trans-

("

formed into those set out in.the 1977 regulations..
’ . L . “

[




ca -

- simply job training. Second, it was maintained that such job placement and

-19-

As notedjin the infroduction,in hearings leading to the passage of _
the 1976 Amendments, there was considerablé criticism of past evaluation

LS

an@ planning with respect to vocational education. Congress was particularly

concerned that vocational education program offerings were not responsive

to labor market demands and to manpower needs, Thus Congress specified that

occupational vécational education programs should be evaluated in terms of

-

which program completers and leavers:

-~

i. find employment in occupations related to their training, ¥
(and)

ii, are considered by their employers to be well-trained and
prepared for employment.

] g

As Hendrickson (1981) recounts, vocational educators hobjected strenu-
ously" to theseﬁgyaluation'requirements. First it was argued that such £
empleyment criteria do not acknowledge the broader goals of vocational °

‘edugation programs, and the fact that vocational education/ig more than:

. <
s -

A}
o~

performance criteria in'effgét would hold vocational educators accountable

to unfair standards. . ' oo : -

t
- - \

School systems should be heid accountable for imparting
certain knowledge and skills and for making certain that
there is a good fit between what is taught and the jobs
available. However, what jobs students actually take-is ,
determined by a host of economic and personal factors

.. beyond the school's.control. ‘'Hold us accountable for
employability, but not employment,' is the way many voca-
tional educators phrased the concern. :

tf

R .
(Hendrickson, 1981, p. 7) .

: D . .

h. Third, some people.voiced the concern that if vocational education pro-

grams were held accountable in terms of job placement and employer satis=
faction criteria, that there might be a tendency to avoid accepting indi-
viduals into vocgRional programs who might be harder to’place, ''such as

members of minoTity groups, the disadvantaged, or women  in nontraditional

4 .
-

f -~ - ]
| 13 g
1} - .

-




4y

4 ¢ . B [ r -
pr&éraﬂs——in short, thb very. groups Congresb most wanted (vVScational
i T .
eduq?t1on) to reach " (Hendr1ckson, 1981, p 7). ) .

’

’ Abparently at least partly as a result of‘§uch obJectlons, regulatlons

N

1ssued by the u. S Offlce of Educatlon in October 1977 spec1f1ed a broader

approaqh to~eva1ua5%pg vocat10na1 educatlon.' As mentloned already, the

regulatlons spetified four are%s in, which ev&luatlon should be conducted

(namely, planning and Qperatlonal procesSes, student achlevement, employment,
-7 ‘.

success, and resul'ts bf,additiopal services prov;ded to special legisla-
. L] .

-

o s ‘ S : CCow
tions). Details on the exact criteria suggested in the regulatiens under

A

each oﬁifheée rubrics are presented in Table 1. vt
4 C&

The evaluatlon regulatlons were further elaborated in .a policy memo-

randum in April 1979. Accordlng to Hendrickson (1981)ﬁuthe evaluatlon

. r

. - o 3 . ¢
policy memo was 15§064 only after '"'more than a year and one-harf of internal

.

struggle and debate within OE over how prescriptive to be" jn setting out
é P P 3 g

B
L —_—

evaluation requirements. On one hand, thgre, was a desire to allow states
. ) ) 2 i ) » ..
“and localities flexibility to organize and cdxry out evaluations suitable
< e
$ .
to local conditions and hence to~provide more leeway for such evaluations

.

to y1e1d locally relevant 1nformat19n su1¢ab1e for program 1mprov¢ment (and,

-
.

of course, at the same time to avoid’ oVer-regulatlpn). On the other hand,

Al

N . . , 4. . : : . :
however, there was a‘desire/to be sufficiently prescriptive so that evalua~

' hd D © ®
’ ¢ .. . p . .
,tions from different localeies yould contain comparable data which: could
. - < » F .

k]

be aggregated to préwide fational picture of the status of vocational '
. . Fe .

. A 3 o
. .

education. ' . .

3

.
»

. The.1979 rdgulations }pparently were, something of a compromise bétween

N ., . .
these two- tendencies, though Hendricksoh (1981) suggests that “the speci-

< ¢ . i .
fications in the -memoranpdum flow more from a concern . . . to provide a
\\ . @ -~ . -

‘national picture than rom a,concerﬁ for program improvement' (p. 12)..




{ Tahle 1 : ) ,

Evaluatlon Speclflcatrons 1n the Regulatlons

. The State board shall during the five-year perlod of the S
‘plan, evaluate in quantitative terms -the-effectiveness of each rmally ‘
organized program or project supported by Federal, State, and local funds.
These evaluations shall be in terms of;

)
-
» * M

. (a) Plannxng and operatlonal processes, such as;:

Cl) Qua11ty and ava11ab111ty of instructional offerlngs,’d
o (2) Gu1dance, counsellng, and placement and follow-up

’ serviges; - .
A , W « (3) Capaclty and condltlon of fac111t1es/andwequ1pment
. t% _ (4) Employer part1c1pat1on in cooperat1ve programs of
o ' , vocatiofal education; - .
\ ’ (5) Teacher/pup1ﬁ ratios; and
v L. ) (6) Teacher qua11f1cat10ns

[}
-
- . )

£b) Results of student achievement as measured, for example, by:

(1) Standard occupataonal proflciency measures;

" o (2) Criterion-referenced tests; and ) ™~
(3) Other examinations .of students! sk1lls knowledge,
" attitudes, and readlnéss for entering employment \
? successfully. ) ~

(¢) Results of student employment success as ﬂeasured for example,-
by: . -
€: L . - 3
e (1) “«Rates of employment and\unemployment '
- : (2) Wage rates;

(3) Duration of . employment; and
- * (4)' Employe¥ satisfaction with’ perfo}mance of vocational
+education students as compared with performance of° _persons
whb have not had vocational education.' ~

4

} (d) The reSults of additional services, as measured by ‘the suggested -
- criteria under paragraphs (2), (b), and (c). of this sectlon,-that
. . the State-proV1deS»under the Act te these special populations:’

4

(1) Women; C .

"7 .7 T2). Members of minority group$; v '
/ .(3) Handicapped persons; : ) -
T -+ (4) Disadvantaged persons; and .

(5) Persons of limited Engllshsspeaklng ablllty.

, Source; Federal Register, Vol, 42, No. 101, ;{ctober 3, 1977, Sec. 104,402.
. M S P ! i - ;t‘ . . .y
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Whatever the balance of motivations behind it, the 1979 memo set out

- four general guidelines: ﬂ ‘ . A
. \ . N > N
(1) It defined the term ”program“ which was the en!!ty to
» _ be evaluated. . : . N
- ’ 13 .. 3 13 ) ‘ ) ’ '\
. . (2) It allowed sampling of programs within states and »
’ institutions for purposes of evaluation.
. a
(3) It encouraged cyclieal patterns of evaluation so that
programs of particular types could be evaluated only
once within, the five-year cycle of each state's
- . ~

. ‘five“year plan, and
(4) It set out the policy that™OE would not aggregate into
. national data summaries ..either program review data or
student achievement results, though it would review and
summarize such results to show national trends. . .
see - ' N
Before describing evidencé en how these evaluation r?quirements appear

s <

to be working out in practice, we_shoﬂld explain one aspect of the national

’

effort to evaluaté vocational educationt In addition to setting out

[ - - A]
evaluation requirements for states and programs’, the 1976 Amendments alsd
: . : ) ‘ \

- >

directed the*QEOE to develop a national system for reporting vocational

education data. This sfstem,«subsqquently known as VEDS (Vocational Educa-
i - ,

tion Data System) was to bg based on information derived from mandated

evaluations of vocational-education, as well as other information. The

. : \
main idea behind VEDS was that it would provide a.sxstem for acquiring

. 4 .

standardized and therefore comparable data from.different states.and locali

ties which. could be aggregated so as to produce a national picture of the
B / . o ’
° ‘ ' / * s -~ . 3 . ' ‘ .
vocational education enterprise. The reason for mentioning VEDS here is

* A

.

.
B e

e A
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o ) So what then has happened as a result? Four’ sources of evidence are
) -

available with which to addmess this question:

(1) ‘A January 1979 report, The State» of the Art of Vocational

v - Education Evaluation; State Evaluation Procedures and
- Practices by CRC. Education -and Human Development ‘
- Corporation (Smith and Holq; 1979). . “
': - (2)' Testimony in September 1980 Congressional Hearings on .
. . Current Issues in Vocation Education (U.S. Congress, ,1980) -
including the NCES report, The Condition of Vocational Edu- ..
cation, whigch represents the first public report of data
" . gathered through VEDS, and includes a review of the quality .
' of data describBing vocational education (in U.S. Congress, ’
- 1980, pp. 543-861). ‘ '
- (3) A December 1980 Teport, Implementation of the Education. ! =
) Amendments of 1976: A Study of State and Local Compliance
. ' i and Evaluation Practices, by Abt Associates (Berke et al.,
- 1980), and ’
f 3 3 . . *
. ' ’ (4) A June 1981 .Survey of State Evaluition Practices -in
. Vocational Education (Wentling, 1981).
. . . . et B . i i .
In the following paragraphs, we brie¥ly summarize the main findings of these .
studies conce%ning criteria for evaluating vocational education progranis,
. . . . . ~ N
The CRC Study, January 1980° This Teport was based on interviews, both in*
person and via the telephonéfwgth SEA staff members identified by State .
Directors of Vocatioﬂal‘ﬁducation as knowledgeable about evaluation pro~
( '. = . 13 13 13 (3
cedures in their stgtes. . Interviews were conducted with individuals from
all fifty states: The report is said to be based on "information that was
. ) : \ i .
- ' ;Ezgilabléqﬁn spring 1978" (p. 2). Findinés from the interviews were reported .
© in four major categories: é&&wpquoses of evaluation, and potential uses> ’
of findﬂggé; (2) evaluation practices; (3) evaluation procedures; and
. 'y «
Ry » \”\_;, N
*" (4) problems in evaluation. . o . ) Co=
: The CRC study‘reporéed that "many states could neither describe nor
document how inforﬁ;;}qn generated by evaluations Are actually used" (pp. 4-3), ‘
but nevertheless ﬁnﬁicéfed qbat:majof purposes idéhtified by individual |
. \ . - oo he . 1

14
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A

interviewed in the fifty states were as.follows (yith the numbers of

states identifying each purpose shown in pafen%heses): h

Program improvement at the state, local, or.institutiom level
(32);. . ’

R 4

Flscal countab111ty to state and federal authorltles (11);

Program planning at state, local or ‘particularly,institutionsl
level (10); . C .

Compliance with federal or state requirements to evaluate or
report on program operations (9); and

-

- Education accountability (6).

x

It is somewhat difficult to know precisely what to make of these findings .
because the CRC report does not make clear exactly how some of the Five

categories of purpose (e.g. fiscal accountablllty, educatlgn accountablllty,

“and compliance) differ. Nevertheless, it seems clear from the CRC findings

that thea

a
E-3 vasw
.

was prpgram 1mprove'nent

CRC considered evaluation practlce in terms of how states were pre;\r{\%

N

to meet the 1976 1eg151at1ve mandate to evaluate (1) program quality (as
indicated by planning and operational processes); and (2) program effective-
ness (as indieated by student achievement and employment success, specifi-

cally whether former vocatlonal students obtain r\;employmen'c in an arga

related to the1r vocatlonal training" and whetheg.'~ emplsyers are satfisfied

© ’ . »
.
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. " —states pdannlng to use existing systems without revisi
‘ﬁ
Lt ' R\ astates planring to revise existing. systems 1n 11ght of the new law;
* 2,
Y, 'Q \

{
layed decision’on how they will' comply with the
\?ew law, :

Data presented in“the CRC report indicate that only two states

k\\:states which had

(North Carollna and Utah)’ were planning to.use existing evaluatlon systems
' .

-

in each of the three areas of evaluation. Twenty-four states were in-

“dicated to be developing a new evaluation with respect to program review,

.

student achievement, and/or follow-up surveys and for fourteen other states

3 it was indicated that no information was available as of sprfﬂ% 1978 rp-
. .
" garding what was planned din one or ‘more of the three.areas of ®valuagion.

i (3 13 ) . v :
Of the three areas concerning which states were surveyed, student,ach}eve-

ment appeared to be the one for which it was most unclear what states would

- do with respect to evaluation.
~

' Other salient findings by CRC regarding evaluation practices wegre’ as

.follows:

-"Forty-two‘states evaluate secondary programs, thirty-seven states
evaluate post-secondary programs; while only seventeen states|eval-

EN

.uate adult programs’ (p. 14)5- |

"Approx1mate1x,28 SEA's have not developed standards of prog
quallty or 'effectiveness'" (p 16); ‘
1cus on

"Among the state standardt which have been developed, most f

program inputs and processes' (p. 14);

"Only a few,SEA's are currently u51ng student achlevement as;an in-

. dicator of program effectiveness,” partly because of a lack of avail-
‘able procedures for determ#ming in a consistent fashion what achievement

levels are" (p. 23).

“ ‘.’.

. ~“’»; 2 : L ‘ . -
: v ‘ . ' \\-‘
*These numbers do not sum to 50, at leas; partly as a result of som
. apparently inexplicable' gaps.in the CRC data. :
' . .o, [S - .
1 * At I -

’
K .
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- . Under the rubric of evaluatien procedures the CRC study inquired into

’l . - » » » N )
the state mechanisms for evaluation in the areas of program review, student
B . ® o’

. St
achievement of compentencies at the end of program, and student employment

-~

success. "Program rev1ew.procedures are the most fully developed evaluation

¢
procedures in vpcatlonal education'" (p. 24). Among procedure5°fbund to be )
, used for progfam review were self-study, on-site visit by.an outside state-
agency selected team, and feedback mechanisms to verify that recommenddtions

. 3 3 11]
.fer program improvement have been 1mp}emented {p. 24). Proceggges for the
———— measurement of student achivement constitute the least developed componeat
- . . ?w . *
of state evaluation systems. Only one-tifth of the states currently have

al -

procedures for the assesement of student achievemént; those procedures are
, ! X .

mostly in developﬂehtal or pilot testing stages" (p. 31). "Student employ-

ment success serves as a major criteria for assessing n\ogram efiectlveness.
... Approximately 37 states currently have operational systems whlch collect

student post- gaogram employment data. However, only 25 percent of the states

r

reported that they conduct employer surveys although so requ1redjby law!

(pp. 31-32). _—

" -

In the realm of prablems in evaluatign the CRC report noted that "maﬁy
. ’

administrators identified difficulties expeXienced either in implementing

evaluations or in planning them for the future\year," even though "some
/

Y

.

: , /
*state administrators appear to be reluctant to cuss thgir'state's out-

3, ‘ ) .
. " standing probems in evaluation with individuals outside thp SEA" (p. 35).
. . . ,
The, specific probems identified in the\FRC report are e‘féllowing:
A -Insuff1c1ent staff*and funds to conduct or monltor luations pres
9 scribed b} the legislation. ! TN

3

, -Insufficient staff, who are trained in evdluation and da€§ analysis,
. to design évaluation procedures and make optimal use of evaluation

- findings, once they are obtained. N

. ‘ ¥ LY
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LA .1 70x Provided by ERic:

"

<

'—LackgoxLihSufficient access to-[data prccéssing] facilities to:

handle; store, and retrieve information in a timely fashion. ~

-Lack of clarity about the intent of the law: what information

-Ipaccuracy in.reporting, resulting i
program operations (p. 35).

T A

n an incorrect assessment of

AN

should be included in the gvaiuétion to comply with the new mandate.
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: Congressional Hearings, September 1980 o ) %fwj‘{

B A second sburce of information on the current. statﬁs of vocatronal

5

R ) educat1on evaluation is test1mony offered in hearlngs held before the House s

R Committee on Education and Labor in Septjhber 1980 (U.S. Congress, 1980}. Tv
\\ Fl F's " f
While virtually all_of the test1mony EE at least 1nd1rect1y relevano to ° '

‘g w -
\ the issu€¢ of what criteria might be appropr1ate for evaluatlng vocational
» N T :
educatlon programs, certain spec1f1c observations are d1rectry pertinent . ‘
‘ > ) »,
to the current status of vocational education evaluation, and hence it ‘is TR
. N \ ]

such observations that we will briefly describe.

A

L] . . ) . r .) n\} R
Rolf Wulfsberg of!the NCES offered testimony concerning the current

condition of vocational education and the experience of the NCES in devel-
Y i
- oping VEDS. In describing changes in enrollment between 1977-78 and 1978-79,

Wulfsberg noted that "There were 14 states and territories that showid

,'slgn1f1cant dev1at1ons fr*n the Tepor 1ng last year, W enrollment

°

changes of over 15 percent in’ either irection." In such cases NCES inqoired

- + , into possible causes of.such changes jand it was found that "in about half .

> the cases ., , . the state attr1butesfthe‘jpst of the change to the reporting
) ¢ ’ - N S
.- of accurate data for what they.feel is the first time in certain areas. They -
— . o - B

¢
attribute th1s to new def1n1t;ons and the requ1rement for student unit

* ) +

" records contained to the VEDPS" (s1c p. 10). Later in response to a v
question,qulfsberg offered the following explanation of “the problerbf- >

«duplicated counts of vocational education enrollments: = - \f
[ . °
. ) When NCES began the development of VEDS in 1977, many. = . . ., .-
factors were preventing the collection of accurate, . ’
comparable, undupticated enrollments across States; S LT e
- o Some-‘States made’'ho.attempt to report unduplicated counts R
a‘i ’ o Some States reported enrollments in courses, wh11e other -
T ~ States reported program enrollments on¥y; ~ .
' o Some" States ;eported enrollments below the 6th grade ST -
~while others; reported only ‘on students in 12th grade pro- = - ' iiis
" grams which ended in a specific ‘sequence of courses; and .o .

A, o b . ‘
. . . .o ) .
‘o ’ e ‘r
Q ‘ X . ) . ‘ X ‘\22 / . . Lg . s .
’ . . . i 0t




a Some States only reported enrollments in -programs
. which were directly .receiving Federal funds’, 'while" .
" others .reported all enrollments in sub-baccalaureate ’
vocational programs. N
Thus , duplicated counts represented only one of many factors. - @

—\kblocklng the achievement of our objectivex

In order to obtain a rough -idea of the extent to which: ’

these problems (particularly duplication) §till exist, we °

compared the number of occupationally specific vocational
3 enrollments in grades 11-12 to the gount of all enrollments
(vocatlonal or nonvocatlonel) in grades 11-12 on a State by -
State ba51s The résults indicate that 20 States/Outlying .
Areas'reported occupatipnally specific vocational enrollments
exceeding 50 percent of the total, While in.some cases the
high pefrcentage was in part due té°students below grade 11 ’
being incorrectly reported as in grades 11-12, duplication
and the counting of couirse enrollments (rather than program
enrollment)clearly remain a problém. *Because the causes
described earlier are all present in varying degrees, we
_cannot- specify how much of the—overcount is due to duplication
“in particular. As the States continue to implement student
unit record systems, however, duplication will become less
and less of a problem in the next two or three years. (p. 238)

4

Wulfsberg went on to explain the steps that NCES has undertaken in order to

v

obtain accurate upduplicate7acounts of enrollments in vocational educdtion
’ [}

-

progzams : /
The first step wasithe definition of rules to be used in
assigning a vocatlonal student to one and only one program.

- -~ The only exception was Consumer and 'Homemaking and Industrial
Arts, where a studént might be counted twice -- once in Con-
sumer and Homemaking or Industrial Arts and once in anotheq
vocational progr7

o

“ The second step wis the separatlon of occupatlonally ‘specifiic

. enrollments from other vgcational enrollments for reportin

! purposes. Occup‘tlonally specific enrollments specificall

. - exclude, among others, enrollments' in ~Consumer and Homemaklng
and Industrial Arts which may include dupllcated counts... Also
excluded are emrollments Bplow grade 11. Since the States have

- "vdrying policiesi concern the reporting of ‘studénts in grades
: 10 and-below, this makes occWpationally specific ehrollments .
. much- moremeompa‘able on a Stdte by State’ hasis than amfy voca-

t

tional counts previously available. - - -

From the initigl development of VEDS, NCES has strgssed the’
need for the_establishment of student ufiit record Systems which,
, produce undupllcated auditable enrollment data. .

-
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In regulations published on May 9, 1980,.NCES listed .
auditable enrollment data as one criterion for full
compliance with VEDS reporting requirements (104 CFR
117-119). NCES has stressed in all negotiations with
States the need to establish unit record systems, and
most States are commltted to having such systems operd-.
tional by the 1980-81 reportlng cycle. Al] States should
have auditable data by 1981-82, according to~their remedia-
y tion pians (pp. 238«239) .

" Mr. Whlfsberg alsp commented on the d1ff1cu1ty of obta1n1ng\}ccurate follow- ~

-

8

up data Qn the employment success of fermer vocat10na1 educatlon students ’ .
I would like to tell you more about what is happening -
to the placement side of the picture but I must say that ' v
. we do not feel that the data on followup that.have been .
| provided you in the past are valid. They only include a
followup program of completers, and have some Ieavers--
those who are known to ‘have fo&nd related employment .
. This biases the picture and leaves out a very important :
part of this populatlon namely th€ leavers. [t implies )
by default that program .leavers are losses to the program, Y
o and certalnly such is not the case. (p. 15) »
Severa% witnesses in the September 1980 hearings gevertheless testified

i

g

Ay . . , . l. . (
that VEDS was helping to remedy past problems. Dr. Gene Bottoms, executive
director of the American Vocational Associatiop, testified that:

While'a vég&ety of technicﬁl and specific, as well
as policy.levé#l problems remain, it is clear that VEDS

is a significant improvement over past ‘systems. Recogni- .

tion of and action to implement more reliable local data

collection practices is still needed, however. (p. 202) s

Robert Taylor, executive directoggof the National Center for Research

in Vocational Education, also.offered testimony suggesting that evaluation

\"‘\ ‘ .
studies of vocational education prior to the establishment of VEDS tended. ~ "

y [N 0.

to be less rigorous (p. 259). - i
Nevertheless, the VEDS system d1d not escape criticism. Bottoms, for

example, criticized the costs of meetlng VEDS requxrements and the likely - ,

[}
-

utility of VEDS data for state and local purp05es, as follows: v
g A 2

e
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. The, cost of fully i plementing the . . . VEDS may
- . equal the tofal inc ease in federal appropriations for _
y vocational sducdtion since 1976, This requirement to .-
meet federal data'w eds has placed massive data collection
responsibilities.og states and local school districts. It \
’ is unlikely, howeve , that it will provide much timely
and useful data’for state and local planning and program
. development. (p. 21%)

| Tle
The record of the Septiember 1980 hearings also contains a letter from

a’ commynity, college chancellor -in California, criticizing VEDS as follows:

The value of su¢h data, particularly when aggregated
at the national leyel, is Very questionable. Such
R aggregation tends to minimize or ign.ore significant
regional, st}te, anpd institutional differences, The
v © difficulties inherknt in the collection of such data with
the-detail Anherent to the N.C.E.S. design is particfilaly
- evident i to thp student and employer follow-up
-section. inced t this’strategy-will not pro- °
id or reliable data. . .
al concern is the massive potential
f the system. The cost' of VEDS imple-
estimated in some quarters to exceed
dollars annually. This figure may not
asure thé¢ tocal institutional commitment
ction task . .-. .
that {the House Subcommittee on Elementary
ation] will address these inadequacies in
current VEDS. Any such system should in
d and useful data and should, in addition,
institutions and states ‘obligated to.its
necessary modifications should not

Of at least eq
inancial impact
mentation has bee
fifty (50) millio
even adequately m
to this data coll
/ It is our-hope
" and Secondary Edu
! the design of the
fact provide vali
be of value to t
/ collection. The
J/ - lecessarily requi
’ If such aggregati
culty of develop
,  be eliminated.
" — . that VEDS can sé
and will continu
‘tional instituti

tq impose severe burdens upon the educa- '
ns. (pp. '540-541) "
'fn addition to touc ing on the current status of evaluation and data

gathering on vocational dycation, the 1980 Hearings:also touched on the question
of what criteria might ble most appropriate in evaluating the effectiveness

+ of vocational edu;ationfprograms. In his testimony, for example, Taylor -
. . I .
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mentioned several different measures of effectivenesé—-earnings, fmploy-
‘ment, job satlsfactloi;iand employer satisfaction. Taylor was asked by

-Carl Perkins, Chairman of the House Committée on Education and labor,.

~

which of, these measures he feels is most, important in judging the success "
N - of vocational programs. . Taylor responded as follows: g
It is extremely difficult to assign ashigher weight )
to any of the criteria for.measufing-the effectiveness . -
.of vocational égycation. Earnings\\smployment, job , '
satisfaction and employers satisfaction. ‘In an absolute i
sense, however, employment is 'probably the most funda- . N
- mental measure, followed by earnings. "It also follows e
that individuals who have completed vocational education
- need to bé&Csatisfied with the job and employers need to '
‘ be satisfied with the performance of vocational graduates.
I believe that the four measures tend to be Rycluster, which
arg¢ extremely difficult to separate and which'in fact do
interrelate and support each othgr. (p. 331) * - ’ -

$imilarly, Dr. Henry David, Director of the Congféssionally mandated Voca-
.tiénal Education Study, was asked by Congressmah Arlen Erddﬁ{) “How do you

measure the success of vocational education?" He responded as follows:

- .
LN
- -

’

I may.sound as if I am hedging, Mr. Erdahl, but if ‘ v
you will give me the criteria, I"will tell you how we. ...
¢ measure success. -~ '

I would measure the success.of the program-«which is
not' a single program, as you know, it is a multiplicity
-of programs--by the stated objectives of the successive
pieces of legislation which now represent Federal policy.

PR These build upon, as you are fully aware, the legis-
lation of 1963, and even a superficial look at that .
- structure of legislation would indicate that it has a . ol
S , variety of, goals. - : N .
¢ If you look at the particuléé goals, you would have an
‘opportunity~to ask questions about whether they were
realized or not.,” . ' * .
NS . When°it comes to the emphasis in the legislation upen )
- prepatation for entry into job&, you have one set of - > -
. measures that can be applied. "If you raise a questiom
about .the distribution of Federal funds to produce ' .
-leverage on new fronts in the vocational education enter- ‘
. . prise so that the whol¢ enterprise might be redirected,
you have another set of mpa;ufes. (p. 537) U . .

7’

PR ;. N
v . k f .
-~ , - . . ’ 7 o
. . .
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. Similarly: George Copa and Gary Forsberg of the Minnesota Research
. . and Development Center for Vocational Education offered testimony that "All
of the purposes of secondary vocational education must be considered when
evaluating the effects of vocational education at this level; a process must
be developed to spe?ifically focus on the purpose of occupational exﬁlora—
tion" (p. 401). ) ' .
In sum, the testimony offered in the Congresfional Hearings in September

\

1980 on current issues in vocational education seems overall to éuggesf three

general conclusions. First, while the VEDS system-seems generally to be

. . . C L. Y . .
considered an improvement over past similar evaluation efforts, it also was
L TS

s

judged to be imposing a considerable data-gathering and financial burden

-

on participating institutions (particularly postsecondary oﬂes) and to be
leading to the gathering of follow-up data on student‘éhbloyment success

. which were in the, eyes of some of queétionableivﬁliﬂity and utility. Second,

~

vocational education was generally considered to have a multipligity of pur-

poses including occupational exploration and preparation for advanced occu-
. .

-

pational prepardtion, as well as direct employment in vocations. Third, and
in light of such-a multiplicify of Qials, there appears to have been consider-
_ able reluctance among witnesses to give clear pribrity to any one or two

" evaluation criteria for the purpose of evaluating the success of vocational

\

~ education programs.

£
.

?bt Study: of State and Local Complidnce énd'E;aluation Practices (Betke et al.,
980 x g '

(3 - - .

The Decembefr” 1980 'study b&(?bt Associates- provides a third souce of |
© " _ ( .

information on the current‘stétps of evaluatiop practice with respect to .

s . R . P Lo ..
vocational education. This investigation was based on "extensive onesite

. M LY |
. v

. N
Id . ! .
. ’
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sponsor organizat ons.t These interviews wWere "supplemented.by an analysis

and in this regard concluded as follows: ' .

t consistently implemented and according to the :
gency staff the most important evaluation come i

in the 15 sample states is the'program review . e
process., . . The major difficulty which states are
encountering in meeting the requirements of evaluating
planning and operational process (sic) is finding the
resources needed to support the program review systemq

The mo
state
ponent

. . . . . . . . . s e . . . o o . . . o . . . o

next most consistently implemented evaluation
categbry is student employment success, particular student
follow-up-~the category which was given greatest emphasis
by’ Congress. . . The problems which arise in meeting
federal requirements for student follow-up data appear: to
stem/ from procedural difficulties of gathering accurate
reliable data which are consistent across districts. The
* difficulty in gathering high quality dafa in turn results
from poor response rates; problems in establishing standard
definition. of the data_elements together with the lack of
conyiction that standardlzed followrup data are necessary;
and| from the lack -of federal fundidg to ease the burden.
which the requirements impose on state and local resources.
ormal employer-follow-up “data are collected much less
sistently than student follow-up data .. . . There is
s agreement among vocational educators that employer
low-up, as opposed to student follow-up, is an important .
necessary indication of vocational program effective~
s or that it can realistically be collected. (pp. 96- 97) .
‘Néne of the states in our sample requ1res statewide
reporting of student achievement data in all occupational
as, though a small number of states do have occupatlonal

. 97) L




ve
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-
.

‘ ; tlonal programs. (p. 98)

4
g andlneachbd the following conclusion

‘secondary level, in arriving at common operational defini-
- tions of data elements . . /[. .. .

R related problem is th accuracy of ydata entered into
‘the system; people are counted in the wrong categories be-~
cause of unclear definitign$ and local staff dre forced to
estimate figures under ceytain detailed breakdowns because

< local recordkeeping syste s do not prov1de actual data for

those categories. . ; .
. Another major problem with VEDS has been the substant1a1 ~

burden it has imposed.on/ the state and local agencies . .
responsible for collect'ng the required data. Meeting VEDS - ’ .
. requirements requires ap investment of substantial resources. .
’ The 1976 Amendments?aut orized funds to assist states in i
) implementing VEDS, but /the money was never appropriated and
states have been force to absorb the full costs of the
. . system. (p. 101) / . .

°

%

. 'Wentling's Survey of State Evaluation Practices in Vocational Education, June 1981

¢ A fourth and most Pecent source of.information on the current status .Of
vocational educatlon programs is Went11ng s (1981) survey. This survey, con- R

» ducted in spring 1981, employed a survey questlonnalre mailed to directors
¥ N oo .
of vocatignal,education in all fifty*states and territories. Fifty of 57

)
-— -

questionnaires were returned (88% response rdte). Thé four-page question-
r . - :
naires sought answers to eight questions.pertaining. to vocational educatioq

evaluation, using chécklist rating and openvended-itemsi Wentlingt's data .

.

showed that state d1rectors of vocatlonal educatlon rated the follow1ng tems

“as oﬁes they would rely on as 1nd1cators of program quality (shown in paren-’,

thesees aré theé number of state directors rating each item as an indigatior): .

- . . i . . . , )
. N b2 4
~ . 4
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Employer feedback (47) - s |
- Placement level (44)
Job satisfaction of grads (37)
Quality curriculum materials (37) .
Instructor performance-(56) . ” ’ .
Student test performance (31)
i
|

Sentiments. expressed regarding evaluation cniteria appeared to be
) "

somewhat different in response to another question Wentling asked, name}y

If federal requirements for evaluat1on were | .
/ &

eliminated, what would you choose to evaluate?
%
o - ’

Responses to the items listed were: .

. Placement (n=43)
Plannitng and operational processes (38) .

Services to special populations (36)
Employer reaction (35) : e
Student performance (34) ' . .

{ . .
i Why services to-special populations showed up relatively strongly as

I

a preferred evaluation criterion in response to this question, but 'not with
» R |

regard to the previously cited question regarding indicators of program
i (

-

quality is unclear.*
Despite these apparent preferences for evaluation criteria, it appears

that actual reliance on them as ‘evaluation criteria was not'yet a faTt of

1ife in many states in the spring of 1981. Eor'in another question Wenplinén

asked respondents to indicate whlch evaluation act1v1t1es were fullyflmple-

' mented in respondents states. Responses were as follows:

-
>

‘o Placement level of grads (35)

o Employer assessment -of grads_(27) .

o Assessment of planning and operational:procedures (21) {
[ -

* One hypothesis to explain this anomaly is that apparently seryice:
to special populatlons wasg not* included as a*response option to the

1ndicators question. ‘

¢!




orAssessment of special needs services (18)
© Assessment of student perfqrmante (14)

Wentling's data also provide a clear indication of why p:efereﬁ%%s

fbr evaluation were not fully implemented. Eor in Tesponse to the question,

"What factors hampered the development of evaluation activities in your T

.
.

state?," the following items were each indicated by 10 or more respondents:

. b )

Inadequate resources (n-26)
Lack of .federal technical assistance (20)
Lack of evaluation. expertise (15) -
Lack of guides and books (13) )
Inadequate federal guidelines (12)
Negative attitudes towa¥d evaluation by LEAs (10)
- +
Moreover, when asked in ah open-ehded question what suggestions ,they might

have for writing newilegislatiqn, the two most frequently offered suggestions

Aere the following:

. Provide more latitude for states to develop their own
evaluation around -their needs - (n=9) . '
>

/ Rrovide funds fot evaluation (n=7)

L]

Also, in an apparent reflection of the strength of dissatikfaction in

» . .
at least some gquarters with regard to current evaluation requirements,

one respondent suggested an action which would certainly be an unusual
* M . ’ . .
« provision tou include in new ‘tegislation, namely "Elre
H

2 [} ) .
developers.of guidelines." . - Y

LS .
.

.

L 4

-

» In conclusion, WentliQE offered five specific recommendations for the

development of federal policy regarding vocational education evaludtion:”
! 5
1., * ‘Continue to emphasize the improvement function of -
evaluation and further deveibp ways of facilitating
the use of results for improvement. .

.
3




"
- . . . ~ z

0 4 2. Analyze extant research findings and conduct new
B ) research on the validity of process measures'for

- _predicting products or outcomes.of vocational edy-.
" cationn. These findings should provide the base for

) - . determining evaluatlve criteria.

. 3. The requ1rements for evaluation procedures should - :
' remaln somewhat consistent to minimize state an T
M X local burden and to prov1de fq? the enhancementjof .
| S 'currently\used rocedures. .
° ., Y < -
. ‘4, Any new approach s should be tried out prior tq the
“ . -, preparation and ijsuance of rules and regulatigns. - ¢ i
f 5. The use of ®valuation results should receive afided ., )
: o empha51s 1n terms of new procedures, staff dévelop-
ment, and 'technical §615tance. (p. 17) . ’
, Anduan a more general suggestion, \Wentling advocated that|"it 1is important

)
. evaluatlon of vocational cation

* * * *

I3 -
. -

These few paragraphs have briefly summarized recent|.evidence. on.the
. M : &

he obvious next

"

current 'status of evaantlon of vocatlonal education.

questlon is what should be done in- the future w1th resp ct to fedegal

requlrements for evaluating vocat10na1 education?

Howeyer, before address- ~ - .

ing this question in the final sectlon of ‘this paper, 1pt me make a br1ef

’
N .

detour to review other aspects of federgi policy ang\e#perlence in eva}u_

. <A

<
ating education programs, - )

-

How Are Other Federal Education Programs Evaluateq? .
' . ' \ )

V.

The reason for addressing this question' is simple

Over the last fiftéen

’

’

-

years -a tremendous amount of effort has been investe
-

S

d in federally sponsored
k™

~

evaluatlons ‘of education programs. While federal requ:rements for evaluatang -

.

[P——
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other programs are not directix"relevant to the evaluation of vocational

»

education, a consideration of other programs and their evaluation require-

ments, in light'o% how they both resemble and differ from vocational edu-
[N * ot [ ° -

cation, will suggest some unidue insights on vocational gducation evaluation

-

policy. - e

_ There are, of course, many different federal education programs whose

!

_evaluation requirements might usefully be reviewed. Here, however, I only
’, ’ T
have time to consider two, namely, Title I' of the Elementary and Sebondary

Educatlon Act of ~1965 as amended, and the Education for Handicapped

_—

Ch;ldren program (PL 94-142).  There are several reasons for ch0051ng “these
programs as comparlsons, but one obv1ous and direct reason is that these
programs represen} the major federal efforts to serve d1<advantaged
children and handicapped ch11dren, two of the special needs groups whdm

federar'legislation explicitly mandates federally assisted vocational edu-

- -

cation programs to serve, Another very practical reason for considering
L]

these two programs is that they are the two federal education programs

-, v 3

which prdpably reach d1rect1y 1nto most of the LEAs also served by federal

.

* vocational education a551stance, and therefore most local educative institutions
which must meet federal requirements for evaluating vocational education

.program§ also must meet the eva;uaeion requirements for Title I and PL 94-142.

‘Title I . T . ' !

a . . . .

Title I constitutes the single largest- feder 1 source of revenue in

"~ support - ‘of publlc elementary and secondary schools.\ It provides money 'to’
ot .
counties and school districts to 1mprove the educatignal achlevement»of

educationally deprived children living,in areas with

Aow income families.  As mentioned already, Title. I .of} 1965 was the first

3

e N - N
' 1
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major piece of federal legislation to incdude a provision for the regular

®

evalyation of funded programs. McLaughlln's (1975) ana1y51s of the legis-

1at1ve hlstory of the evaluatlon provision in ESEA (PL 89-1Q) suggests two

- competing visions behrnd the evaluatlon mandate. To some, .the evaluatlon

pro¥ision was 1ﬂgended as‘a tool to provide parents with more 1nformatlon
about program efforts funded unde this title and’ hence to enhance the \\
accountability of programs to the parents and commun1t1es they served To
others, part1cu1ar1y at the federal level, evaluatlon-was viewed. as a manage-
ment and-planning device for infusing ratlonallty in subsequent program
effo;:s. As a result there has been"a continuing tension in Title I°
evaluation pollcy, similar to the tens1on 1dent1f1ed by Hendrlcksoﬂ (1981)
with respect to vocational educatron pollcy Should Title I evaluation

serve mainly the management and accountablllty needs of states the federal

adm1n15trat1ve branch and the U S..Congress, or should it be aimed more to

serve the 1nformat10n needs of local officials, teachers and parents?

& .
While the evaluation provision contained in PL 8910 was a Eompromise,

according to McLaughlin’, intended to address both visions of the main ends
»

that Title I evaluation ;,yas seen as serving, by 1967 the’federag interest in

evaluation as a management and pldnning tool clearly came to predomlnate
in the educational amendments ogﬂthat year (PL 90- 247, section 404). With

the 1967 amendments the Secretary of HEW was required to submit each year
. » Al ‘

an evaluation report to all relevant Coqgressional eommittees, regarding

t

. the effectiveness of programs funded Under Title I ESEA. The report was to

include a detailed review and evaluatlon of programs for their entire past

life, based to the maximum extent pract cable on obJectlve measurements.

-~

The clear intént was to use thlS informati n in d1rect1ng future programs



P
The federal need for evaﬁﬁa&ion information was. further emphasiied

_in the Educational Amendment of 1974 (PL 93-380) Section \s:, which ’

' .

aithorized the commissioner to provide for independent impact evaluation;

-
-

to dgvelop standards and~9va1uation models to‘Pe used by LEAs; .tofSet
objective critefia,‘aqg“té develop.a.system thit would produce data. that.

are comparablzr§tatewidg and natidnwiﬁe, to provide technical assistance to’
LEAs in implementing the system; and to make ap an;ual.report to CdﬁgreSS‘oﬁ
. . . L}
‘tﬁé evaluation results: While Section 151(5)'of the'}974'ameﬁaments
suggested the inclus#on of parents' and project pafti;i nts! opinions in
. . o , .

further mention of procedures for implementing this provision.

- v

The Bducational Amendments.of 1978 (Section 124) saw a re-

- Ne

emergence of attention to the local perspective:
(g) Evaluations.--A lbcal educational agency may recéive
* funds under this title only if--

(1) effective proctdures are adopted for evaluating
at.least every three years the effectiveness of the programs
assisted under this title in meeting the special educational
needs of educationally deprived children;

. " (2) such evaluations will itclude, during’' each three-
year period; the collection and analysis ‘of data relating to
the degree to which programs assisted under this.title have
achieved their goals, and will also include objective measure~
ments of g¢ducational achievement in basic skills over at least
a twelve-month period in order to determine whether regular
school .year programs have sustained effects over the summer,
.and .

) the ‘evaluation will address the;purposes of the progggp
and tit the results of the.evaluations will be ytilized in ]
planning for and improvimg projects and activities carried  °
out under this title in subsequent years (emphasis added).

.

‘% By f980, the mandate for’ihe Commiésioner of Education to develop -

) - ‘ " K3 - * N [3
stgydards and evaluation models for Title I evaluation had evolved into

\

a complex.system under which each LEA receiving Title'l funds is regui;ed

’ . “ . ' - '




J ’ T d

st once every three years, using‘reliable
3

procedures that minimize error,

to evaluate Title I programs at lea

and valid instruments
AY
, -
assessment of ach1evement ga1ns.

-

the development of three alternat1ve evaluation models
n -

.
v 5 .

’,

-(the norm-referenced comparison

models) for est1mat1ng the achievement | ga1ns of ch11dren served in

ri ~ L

T1t1e

programs in the areas of reading, math and language.

. to prov1de an est1mabe of the effect of children's rece1pt of T1t1e I+
P . \ ’ .
) serv1ces in comparlsonwto what part1c1pat1ng childrem might have achleved

. in the absence of Tltle I serv;ces * Accordlng to most recent evidence

(Anderson et al

-

, 1978) most LEAs are using the norm- referenced model 1n

order to meet federal Title I evaluatlon requirements. Ach1evement gains

estimates derived from LEA's applications of the three m del

in Principle, any alternat1ve model for est1mat1ng ga1ns that is approved

)

““by the Commlssloner) are to be. reported to SEAs u51
s

normal curve/éoulvalent or NCE.

ng a cOmmon metrlo
. i

Each SEA can thus aggregat results of:.

C:\local Title I evaluatlons to report to federal officials who| in turn can

produce national level aggregations of the estimated. 1mpact of Title I

g

nationwide,_ Becalise of the complexity of impleme

ing'thé,Title’I evalus

- -

ation requirements and models,

the Education Departmen®\has instituted ten

regional Technical Assistance Centers to help states and 1o

and_improve Title I evaluatio S. ’ ‘
. Q*WP ete : n

. v

-
g - * It should be noted, however, that sevetral evaluation experts and some
" empirical research has questioned the extent to which achievement gains,:
estimates derived from these models are comparable' -

» L]

group, and regre551on group

¢ ~

and y1e1ds a va11d

Toward the latter end ‘the USOE sponsored

v

I

Each model is supposed -

»
.

L4

s {or at least

the

N
.

N L RN

%
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* - Education for All Handicapped Children
In November 1975, the U,S, Cpngreee.passed the Education for All
Handicapped Children Act (PL 94-142] mandating that by Septémber, 1978,

all school aged hand1capped children in the United States be assured "a

free approprlate public education." Federal evaluatlon requ1rements im-
i \
¢
plemented in connectlon with this act are markedly different than those

!

< pertalnlng_to either Title I or vocatlonal education, not only because

. | ‘ .
- . the Handicapped Act is of more recenngintage than féderal initiatives

v

with respect to vocational educatlon and education for dlsadvantaged child-

rent, but also b/cause it embodles a qu1te different phllosophy and approach >
to educatnonal programm}ng than either Title I or thé various pieces of

- . / N
federal vfcational education legislation.

The‘}gjg‘ﬁducation for All Handicapped Children Act specified a range

. as procedural insuranc€ that handicapped children will benefit from the -

'rlghts they have been guaranteed under the.Act and individually prescribed-

% N
educa ion. . ) 1 . -

~<

i ! [The Act] requ1res that spec1allsts be called upon to evaluate
. ' the children's spec1a1 needs and‘determlne the most appropriate
educational environment for these children; that. an individualized

education program be develope

ents of findings concerning th

fro each child identified.#«s needing

ldren and include parents in

special education or related sFrV1::i, that the schools notify par-

the process of making decision

their children will be educate

be provlded to a parent who is

cision, Further, the Act asks

the child's hest interest, gach
. nonhandicapped children,
* 1979, p. J)

- -~

-

(Bureau

regarding how and in what circumstan §
; and that an opportunity for a hear{ﬁgs
dissatisfied with the schools' de- .
That to the extent that. it is in
handlcapped child he educated with
of Education for the Handicapped,
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According to the first annual report of the USOE's Bufleau of Edu-

cation for the Handicapped on implementation of the 1975 Act, federal

contributions (under PL-94-Y42 Part B) amount nationwide to about 9% of

total state and federal funding of education of handicapped* childgen

. (Bureau of Education for the Handicapped, 1979,.p. 214). Thus the federal

. *
share of funding for the handicapped appears to be roughly equal to.the fed-

-

eral share of funding for vocational education -- according to the most

recent data from NCES, federal expenditures provided about.8.5 percent of

- . *
total vocational education expenditures in 1979 (U.S, Congress, 1980, p.§9).

5o what then are the federa]l requirements for the -evaluation of

-2

federaliy-aided education programs for handicapped children? To put the .

matter baldly, how do the federal evaluation strings attaclied to funds for

¥

/

education of the hanggcapped compare with the evaluation strings attached to

federal funds for vocational education? The Boruch and Cordray study de-
scrlbes fiederal evaluation requ1rements for LEA's under PL-94-142 as follows

At the local level, the term evaluation refers pr1mar11y to diag-
.nostic assessment of children. The regulations regquire that pre-
‘placement evaluation be conducted using multlple,Jgppropriate
assessment modes. If the child 1 und to have handlcapplng
\ condition, an Individualized Educational Plan (IEP) is .devised.
“The content of the Indvidual Education Plan is.required by the
regulations to include: (1) an assessment of present levels of
educational performance; 53) a statement of annual goals and short -
term instructional objectives; :(3) a statement of specific special
education and related serXices and an assessment of the extent to
which -the child is able to'participate in regular education ‘programs;
*(4) projected dates for inititiation and termination of services;
(S) appropriate‘objective criteria, evaluation procedures and a
_scliedule for reevaluation. (Boruch and Cordray, 1980, p. 3-10).

‘Obviously-these evaluation requiremets are quite different from

i

*In citing these dats regardlng‘federal contributions for the handicapped
and vocational education, it should be noted that from the sources
cited it is not altogether clear whether federal contributions as a.
share- of total contributions have been calculated on exactly com-
parable bases. Thus the only conclusion that seems warranted is
that federal contributions to edication for the handicapped and to
vocational education seem roughly comparable -.on the order of 109
of total expenditures. - o

«1:,f.:. T -.i' . 88 - ) o ’ \;\;‘
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those mandated under either Title I or federal vocational educationalegis-

T

lation. They pe;,in ‘exclusively to. procedural requirements and do not

encompass any spefific outcomes such as-student achievement gains or ~

) employmeﬁt success of handicapped children after leaving school. There
4 \

appear to be two broad reasons for the difference: the first having to.
- do with the assuumptions about the reléfionships between federaf; state, and
local levels of educational authority, and the second relating to assump- .

. tions about educational programming and children's individual educational

—

.

needs.

In her account of the process of federal éfforts th develop an eval-

*

uation plan. for PL-94-142,'Kennedy mentions this Act as unique becad;e it .

"more clearly delin@ate]‘iﬂ: relationship between federal, state, and local
. e

-~

. : : 14 )
agencies" than previbus federal education legislation (Kennedy, 1978, p. 19).

The essential idea was that states would have primary responsibility for
\ , L~ .

implementing prograﬁs to insure children's rights under the law, and that
‘_—/

the federal role was one of oversight responsibilities with respect to state
activities, In;thé process Pf developing a plan for. evaluating PL-94-142, a
decision was‘reached fhat the primary audience for federal evaluation activ-
ities shogld‘be the "federal agency and the Congress" (Kennedy, 1978, p. 37)%

‘Evaluafion requirements in connection with PL-94-142 also were in-

. . B - . LY
fluenced by assumptions about the nature and appropriate level of decision-

making regarding educational programming. One 'of the key ideas in PL-94-142

was the iﬁdividualizeﬁ education plan or IEP. Again Kennedy's aceount proVi&bs
{ . : .

-insight into some of the thinking behind this provision of PL-942142:

{ .
THe Act implies a faith that those closest to children -- their
teachers and parents will make the.best decisions about children.
The purpose of ghe Act-is not to increase the acddemic or social’
growth of handicapped children but rather "to provide a free,
?ppropriate public education' to al} handicapped children.
el .
[y |

! . .
| . =

A /
LEB;C‘ oy ;~~1 .'_‘. ‘BQ*Q

-
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B Most education programs have several goals, many of which
may not even be related to the children -- for example increased.
efficiefity in service delivery, fairmess in assessment, equitable
opportunities, improved parent satisfaction, or simply improved
accountgbility. This is not to say that academic performance
should be ignored but that evaluations.of these aspects of educa-
tional programs may be more useful:locally than nationgdly. The
. local area has more capability to modify and 1mprove these aspectss .
of programs which affect children's performance in educat10na1
settlngs (p. 25).

-

S a result of such th1nk1ng, fﬁderaI'evaluatlon refjuire-
ments developed for PL-94-142 specify no partichilar outcome measures for

tbe purpose of evaluating education programs for the handlcapied Instead
R S ¢ B %
federal requirements focus exc1u51ve1y on procedural requ1rements, concerning

\

diagnostic assessment, development of IEP's and guidelines on who should be

-

involved .in the development of IEP's. .

. * * * * % * »

-
N .

This brief TevieWw of federal evaluation requirements’ developed in

connection with'Title I and PL-94-142, an¥ how they eompare with requirements

$
for the evaluatlon of vocatlonai educatlon, ralses 1nterest1ng questions.

~ . -

What is the appropriate balance between procedural requirements for the prQ,\\\

- . ‘s .4 . .
vision of educatlonal opportunitjes, the attainment of certain outcomed in

-

educational programs, and the consequences for indivi@uals\in/;jfe after’

\

sghooling? What is the appropriate balance of activity and responsibjfit}

between the federal, state, and local levels of educational governance?

There are‘& think no definitive answers to these questions,‘but this brief

. >
.review of vocational education, education for disadvantaged children, and

education for handicapped ohildreén should make it clear that the evaluation
requirements connected with federal initiatives in these three areas are‘ \“\\;‘

- premised on sofie rather different answers to such questions. Why this is so

.

e
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is a question'worth.scrutiﬁy,il think, but for the present let me reiterate

. only that to the extent that local educatiohal agencies meet the mandate

. for vocatiOnal educatlon to’ serVe disadvantaged and hand1capped children

¢ = .

. they appear to bé required to meet some quite different mapdlates for evalu-

’ 4 $

_ating the services provided. - - ,
e _ V. Federal Legislation: What Criteria Should Be Set Out’for the Evaluation :
R .of Vocational Edbcation?‘ ‘ =

3

..

As the discussion in-the last section makes clear, answers to this

Pxy

. ’ . ‘., N
question depend upon some rather fundamental assumptions abaht the appropriate
M : ! .

.

- ®wm balance of authority for vocational education among local, state,“and federal

levels of governance. While I have no answers beyond personal predilection

- o= ) v ) . . - .
-0+ _ regarding what such assumptions should be, I th1nk it clear that when it comes

to establishing cvaluatiocn criteria the fcucral rolc probably ought to be, ‘

°

F

given current circumstances, relatively m1nor. After all, the federal con-
N e - ' e \ ‘ N . ’
tribution to the funding of vocational edtqatlon nat1onw1de appears to be no

. more"thaﬂ'do% or so of the total effort. In tﬁis light, and because of the

~

) s, e . . o
concerns of state vocationdl official} r@g?ewe “in section III, it seems

ey’

reasonable that’ either the federal ﬁandate‘foxﬂevaluation of vocational eéucation.

o T should be lessened or federal fund1ng should be prov1ded to cover a sub-

7%« . stant1aa port1on of the costs o£.meet1ng the federal evaluation mandate. At

\ Y - '

the<same t1me, however,fWentllng s adv1ce,.name1y that whatever happens the

P federal govermhent should -strive for a certain degrée of stablhty .m terms

; o . of vocatlonal educatlon evaluatlon policy, After ;;a the eyaluatlon require- . °

-

. R -hwnts set.out in the Educatlon Amendments of 1976 and elaborated in regula-

.
R .
5 ‘
. % ° .
5 ,} A -~ 3 .
.

L

,C,éx *‘E?‘? . tlons 1n 1977 and in the 1929 pol y memorandum are really only beglnnlng to

et ¢ . ! t
- ~ . . ﬂg .

- be impiemented ’,
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. federal mandates for evaluation there has been a continuing tension between

.evaluation has been intended to,produce valid, accurate aﬁa_comparable data,

programs. %f the three programs whose evaluat;on requlrements have been Te-

—
_ v1ewed Titlée I seems to have adhered most to this view of the purpose of

?

Pur]

oses of Evaluation,

the purppses of evaluation is also worth setting out before discussing various

tvpes of

N - Al . "
evaluatipn requirements for vocational education (in section III), the brief

discussion of evaluation requirements for Title I and PL94+142 (in section -

1y) clea ly suggest, one prime issue in the establishment and evolution of '

federal evaluation requirements has been the question of purpose: what ends .
and whose| interests ought evalqgtiaﬁ‘ts/;e aimed at serving? , “In terms of

evaluation criteria,

v
|

One other general consideration concerning

As the review of the development of current

¥

.

On o6ne hand

what might be}called national interests and, local interests.

b - .

s

so that evaluatlon results can be aggregated from local to state levels, and

- . »

from state to ‘the natiopal level to produce an overall view of particular.-

[y

T

evaluation. ., o - 4

\ “ . f

<
) ( '
. . . ‘ .
. .

——

- - . Ry - pe /-. .
-~ Yet on &he other hand evaluation redﬁlrements for all three programs

<

(1nc1ud1ng as noted in section 1v, increa51ng1y in T1t1e I) there has been

the view that,evaluatlon ought to-prov1de locally relevant 1nformat10n wh1ch{

]

will be of a551stance in 1mprov1ng prbgrams at the local level regardless of

o .

v e

whether or not the evaluatlon data are suff1c1ent1y standardlzed to allow '
“ & .

aggregatlon beyond'the }0ca1 leyel, Among the three programs revlewed, this

tendency seems, to haye been most preeminent with respect_to PL~94+142, .

¢
s * AN
- N . e

What then should be the balance between these competing interests with -

. . < - 4 -
respect to vocational education? Clearly it seems that the local program

[ P ’
— , . . PN
- A} ~ N

P
“
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improvement goal should have highest priority with respect to vocational .

~

education evaluation. First, as Hendrickson (1981) points out this seems

*

N

to have been the predominant.goal that Cqngress had in mind in writing
~ ®. °

evaluation requirements into the Educational Amendments of 1976 (even though,

s -as Hendrickson also points out, this goal seems\:;\haxg‘kggn_gggggha;;afighted

in the process of developing regulations for vocational education evaluation).

_Second$ this view seems clearly to predominate-among vocagional education of-

4

N
ficials, as noted in the review of evidence on the current, status of vdcational

.- _ education in section III. This suggests at a minimum, whatever criteria .
are established for the evaluation of vocational education in Federal legis-
, . } ‘
lation, if their main purpose is to serve local pyogram improvement efforts

: that they need not be implemented in a standard way so as to provide natiowwide

B

¢comparablllty and to allow aggregat;on acrosss the diverse types of institu-
t1ons which provide vocational educat1on programs at structurally d1fferent

levels of the nation's~educaniona; syStem. In this rega;d, the Title I .

Py o

evaluation and reporting systems (TIERS) provides a sdbqﬁing contrast with the

;

Vocational Education Data Sysﬁem (VEbS). "TIERS focuses essentially on three -
types of outcomes (namely reading, language, and math)achievement) served by .
. ' -

Title~I programs in institutions which are relatively homogeneous (namely -
, . . . % * . °, ' ,_l‘ »
local education agencies). Yet even so, the effort o produce a hational pic-’
. Vi + .

, . ture of Tifle I thfough TIERS has.received some hard methodological criticism

(see, for example, ‘Jaeger, 1979 L1nn, 1979 and Wlley, 1979) In contrast,

c0n51der how much rore ambltlous VEDS is than TIERS *Vocat;onal education 'f

N ~

_serves students 1n~1ns;1tut10ns of.pqst—secondary education as well as ones

~

’-‘ ’ C ' . y ':.~ pped ) . .
-t governed by locdl education agerciés. VEDS aims at gathering data not just on

student achievement in basic academic skills, but alsd in occupational com-




-

a system of regional technical’ assistance centers (TACS) to help state and

P . »

petencEes, and follow-up data on employﬁént success defined intterms of
¥ . 7 L. .- .
placement and employer satisfaction, Moreover, despite the-relative simpli-

city of TIERS in:contraet to VEDS, tbeﬁpepartment of Education has established

*
y

.

local educatloﬁ\agehc1es 1mp1emen! ‘the Title I 'evaluation and reportlng

»

system. No‘'similar sx\tem has been established to prOV1de-techn1ca1

. ¢ z .

a351stance with respect\\b\vocatlonal edbcatlon evaluation and reporting.*
\

education is overly ambifious: <

-In‘ the testimony of state vocational education offjicials,

* the current requirements impose both reporting and financial Ot
burdens on agencies 1mp1ement1ng vocatlonal education programs .
with federal support. . o ¢

-In ‘comparison to feceral evaluatlon and. reporting requirements

for Title I and PL¢94¢142 the requjirements. for vocational -edu-
catlon are far more extensive, yet at the same time far less

fully supported either in, terms of fundlng or techn1ca1 assistance.

«In the apparent /ntent‘of the U.S. Congress in writing evaluation
> requ1rements into the Education Amendments of-1976, and in the
clear opinion‘of state vocational education officials, the major
purpose of vocational education eyaluation is program improvément
"at state, local; and institutional levels. Nonetheless, several
of the evaluation criteria currently maqdated for vocational
education are of questlonable utility in serving that end

-
- -
’ -

[

e

* It should be noted thet'tﬁe'NCEé does provide.some limited support to
state officials regarding the implementation of VEDS and vocational
education evaluation. For -example, NCES does proyide financial support

to cover travel costs for state off1c1als to>travel to other states to
inspect the1r vocatlonal education evaluation procedures. il

L} - L
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Given_this oyerall conclusion, what more can be 5aid.about specific

-
-—

* fypes Of evalyation requirements? Answers to this Question are organized

around the'four,;ypes of evaluation criteria mentioned in the 1977 }egula;

* f \
tigns fnd described in Table 1, namely,
-stude t_achievement;

.

. S y . N ¢ v, .
Sincef the employment success criteria were ones given.special emphasis in

S / o ) - -
mﬁkﬂmk the '976}Amendments they are discussed first. . \ 1
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employment success; and services to special populations.

planning and operational processes;

v
1

.
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\\on vocational education since 1976 still contains fairly frequen

well-trained and prepared for employmept.‘ In tfle 1977 regulations the follow-

LN o .

© ing measures were Msted as appropriate indices of employment success:

)
.

.. (1) Rates of employment and unemployment'
(2) -Wages rates; R
(3) Duration of employment; and ° ;.
(4) Employer satisfaction with perfdrmance of vocational education
students as compared with performance of persons wip have not

had vocat10na1 education. . . ¥
First note the differences between the legislative and negulatory .
language. Though the 1976 legislation mentions "employment ...|related to ...

am not sure whether the shift in emphasis was %gtended or not.

e literature
> . ‘

‘references .

to employmeat related to training. Nevertheless, de-emphasizing the "related

’ . )
(§ \

to training' issue as part of a standard evaluation criterion seems eminently

-sound to me. Why? Because there are numerous differemt ways of détermining

sults. While many follow-up stud.es on vocational education participants /

. @ St e
appear to rely on subjective judgements of job relatedness (usually\as judged

by teachers or former students) at least some_studies rely on more systematic

-
L]

protedures for determiniﬁé job relatedness to training.' One study evaluated

4 v

- Fa

relatedness by.systematically anaLyziné job tftles in comparison to vocational
. by k ' s ’
educat1on specialty area and found that there was only around 55% agreement

(X2

. s ;
between results of the systematic analysis and.teachers.;udgements of job C-

-
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relatedness.* This suggests clearly that basing eval-

S
< e N N z

uations of vocational epucation on subjective judgements of job relatedness

~

places the endeavor on a very shaky foundation. While problems Of sub-

jectivity seemingly might be overcome by development and dissemination of

7

standardized procedures for determining job-relatedness and for deaiing with

i

2

other practical problems as well, there are more fundamental problems,‘.b .-

< - discussed below which siggest that this may not be a reasonable strategy.

e, '

- A second type of ingicator of employmert success mentioned in both

the 1976 legislation and in\ the 1977 regulations is employer satisfaction.

-~

Note, however, that there is a significant difterence between the language

. '
of the two., The legislation referred to the extent to which former students

are consldered by their employers "to be well-trained and preparea " uhlle . s

"the regulations mentlon "employer satisfaction with performance of vocatlonal

edication students.” .I have no special insight-as to" how or why the legis— '

lative language was transformed into the regulatory language, though I can -
imagine several plausible reasons for the change -- for example, it might

have been due to the supposition that while employers might have a hard

time evaluating the previous training of their employees, they ould be in a

- “ . <

much better positiom to evaluate their employees' current Eob P rformance,
performance which presumably reflects previous jtraining. But/whatever the
. . N . ;

cause for the switch in emphasis, it seems clear that it has caused some

-

+ " real problems. . Apparently the focus in employer follow—upisurveys on oo

»

individual's work perf%rmance (rather than on the1r prevlous tra1n1ng) has

caused concerns about implications for the pr1vacy r1ghts of 1nd1v1dhals.‘ Y

Accordlng to‘the Abt report, some states have judged that privacy rzghts

I '

*See Woods %and Haney, 1981 _section 4.5 for a fuller description of this .
' stuqy ’ - . '
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. . £

require that the permission of the former vocational education students

°

and/or their parents be obtained before conducting followéup;surveys with

the former students' current employers. This .causes problems of both admin-
istrative burden and of inference. If some individuals do ndt give permission
»

for their current employer to be surveyed nothing at all can be inferred about

those individual's vocational education programs. According to the Abt report:
¢ % N
One state in.our sample feels that the need to obtain permission
. before contacting employers prohibits the administration of em-
ployer follow=up at the state level (Bewke - et al, 1980, p. 81).

Obviously such a conclusion, even in one state, must raise doubts about. the

appropriateness aikgvaluatiqn criteria which cannot be used*QFcause'oﬁ con-
: ' . \
cerns for:the privacy rights of former vocational education students. .

° -

Two other 1nd1cators‘of employment success were mentioned in the 1977

P .

]

fegulgtjons, namely.wage rates and duration of employment. It is easy to

. .

Y I . . . , o ;
imagine why .such criteria may have been, suggested. Wage rates are, for exam-

-. ple, one #f the post widely recognized indicators-of economic value. Indeed,

classicar\econ ic theory would have us believe that wage rates im a freely

.

’ 1

! ~,
competitive market are ‘the only means ava11ab1e for compar1ng the value of

di fferent kinds of Yabor. And attention to dura~1on of employment would

seem to be a natural outgrowth of intention expressed in federal legislation

as long ago as 1963 for.vocational education to help individuals achieve

P *
tion as evaluation indices obviously raises numerous practical problems.

e

Nevertheless even putt1ng aside the. practical problems of re1y1ng

*W1th respect to_wage rates, for example, "the Department of Labor (1980)
p01nts out that "Earnings in an occupat1on . vary'byigeograph1c
region. ... In addition, workers in the same occupat1on may have
different earnings depending on the industry in which they work" .
(p. 6). Such factors obviously make wage rates a highly imperfect e m
‘. indicator- of the quality of occupational preparation. . '

. v I ” ~
-~ - N
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.emp loyment stabilify (see p. 7). Yet using wage rates and employment dura-
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i

¢

on any of these indicators of employment success as criteria-for evaluating

> ¢ ' > . . N ,®
the effectiveness of vocational: education, it seems to me that there are two

- .
\ - ~ N \ N «

_much laréer problems with the entire logic behind reliance qd any one or any
one sét of indicators of‘employement success. First, it is significant that

substantial bnd apparently increasing proportions of secondary vocational -

education students do not cease their formal education upon completion of

I
[

their aigh‘school careers. As noted already, according to follow-up data oﬁﬁ
the high school claag bf 1972, more thaﬁ 50% of the students self-reported,
in their senior year of higfischool to be enrolled in a vocatianal program,
undertake at’least some form of postsecondary education within four years of

high school graduation. in the latest available report from NCES,

L

focusing only on occupational vocational. education at the secondary level, it

Moreover,

Lo aon
1

Was hat: . e
¢ ‘ ’ % -
. Of students completing vocational program requ1rements, slightly
more than half are dvailable for immediate placement in the labor
force. The proportlon hasdropped sllghtly since fiscal year 1972,
from 58.9 to 55.2 1n fiscal year 1978 (U.S. Congress, 1980, p.86).
If one is 1nterested in 1ndlcators of employment success. it is of

N L

-.course reasonable to focus @ttentlon only upon those who are in the labor

. ‘ 1
X ¥ v

force, or in the wpfds of the NCES report. are available for job biacpment{

Indeed, such a delineation of attention with Tespect to measuring employmént

&

. 744-suceess—as—a%mes%—requ&reé—aa-llght of, standard Department of Labor progce--

ddaps for talculatlng 1nd1£es_§ﬁ&h‘as labor force part1C1pat10n and unemploy-

*

ment: rates. ,Nevertheless, from the perspective of evaluating vocational

education programs - thaxnis\agtivities designed to answer questions_ about what

~

1

ta prograﬁ does ih the interest of making judgements about the program - focusing

. *In this regard, it should Jbe_noted that calculatlon of such commdnly known
economic 1nd1cagg£s*as unemployment rates is not as stralghtforward as might
be assumed.. In reanalyzing national longltudlnal data sets, we have found
(see Woods and. Haney, 1981, chapter 4) that * it is virtually impossible to ~°
reproduce DOL progedures prgcz%ely unless one has access to the same set of

i '_~quest10ns asked in DOL survays. . .. .. . ’

ol
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heavily or exclusively on the employment success of former vocational

education students tends to ignore the 40 to 50% of secondary occupational

0
A <

.vocagional education program completers who are not known té. be immediately -

\\

available for 5bb placement. This point is eépecially crucial in light of
y - " . : '
the Congressional stipulation in the Education Amendments of 1976)Qhat "in

no case can pursuit of additional education or training by program com-
- » . ‘
pleters or leavers be considered negatively in these evaluationsimof programs

\Purport1ng to impart entry level job skills (Sec. 112, b, lr. .

. A

This clearly suggests thaf fol low-up stud1es on former vocational
_educdtion students - including those in occupatlonally specific programs -
. g . “

-oughf to be construed more.broadly-thanias efforts }o,determineophe employ-
- ° ¢ , 3 ) T ' .
ment success of.fnosegin;the I%Eo; forc%. Xlnsteady in light of 'the apparenf
tendeney for sccondary vocalional aducafﬁon studente ncréa51ng1v to pursie
other activities (1nc1ud1ng further educatlon dcgup;;ional ;ralnlng, and

o

" memaklng), it is clear that 'to afford ‘a fuller p1cture of€§na€;vocatlona1
educatlon programs do; follow-up Studies should encompass a descxiption +of
1 5

what program completeres and leavers are doing be they'ln 0 t ofsthe
. ‘ ¢ . s ;‘ '
labor force. . et ' '
. ' ' Bo - .o s
Despite this recommendation for broadening the scope of foIlow-up
oo @ . '
studies on the statu§ of vocatlonal educatlon program. completers ‘and 1eavers,

-

.

-

a fote of caution should be 1nter3ected here regard1ng the 11ke1y ut111ty of

4

any kind of follow—ug»studles. As mentloned, the major purpoee of vocat1ona},a

M -
-

education evdluation - both in the .apparept intent of Congress in writing the
evaluation provisions of the 1976 Amendménts and in the visions of'vocational.

education officials surveyed the -studies summarized in section III - is

' .

K3 [3 ' ) . [3 -1 (3 °
improvement Pf vocational programs at the state, local, d institutional

|4 I




e problem in this regard is one of timing. Judging from previous

evaluation reports, it seems not unreasonable to assume that follow-up -
’ ' ( / ! N

studies on the fost-program status of vocatibnal‘education program completers .

. M - | * -
and leavers take a full two years to complete - one year for individuals to
b

enter the labor market or into whatever other activity they might undertake,

and one year for the actual conduct and reporting of evaluation activities,

Assuming that program managers do use evaluation findings to" improve voca-
tional program offerings, it seems reasonable to assume that another two

years will elapse between evaluation reportingJand the actual implementation

‘

of improvements based ontho indings - one year for considerdtion and

planning based on the findings and another year for developing and implementing

c .

improvements in terms of staff training, curriculum development, etc.*

Moreover,, if the vocational education involved has a two year course

L \ - N

.of study, another two years will elapse before graduates from the revised

improved program will graduate and be available for‘job placement, advanced .
(- ‘ ,

+ ° training, or whatever. Thus it seems reasonable to asgume that at least

~

five years will elapse between gatherlng follow-up data and completlon of

the cycle of program 1mprovement and graduation of students from the new im- *
A t

proved program. Obviously then, there is a real 11m1tat10n in this approach

.

as a means, of ‘keeping vocaflonal program offerlngs current W1th labor market

trends for labor markets can change substantially within a perlod of five

<

years. . ‘ T : o

-
N

‘ ' There is. ont final, and ‘to my mind, most severe weakness in the idea
: e 7 : . NG ' : . g

.&Thls time projection is accotdlng to some recommendations, unreallstlcally
. short for program development and implementation. Weikart and Banet (1976),. -
. . for example, argue that it can take as long as ten years to develop, test out,

P _and 1mp1ement new educatlonal programs .. _ ’
j . . l .

‘ Q ; | . . ., K . - ) h ' . . 5., ‘
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that follow-up surveys of thé employment success of former vocational

kA

students will help make vocBtionalsprogram surveys responsive to labor

market| demands. Follow-up surveys can help to determine~the eabloyment
suece;s of completers and leaversdi!ifrogﬁaﬁs that'are currentlf offered,
but such surveys have little potential for identifying job openings and
thereby potential program offer@ngé that-are neh. In other words, fol}ow-u;

.surveys may provide data on ‘the effectiveness of past program offeiings, but

haveilittle potential‘for directly illuminating potential future offerings.
. ” . - S -
In arguing against the lixely utility of* follow-up employment success

- v

surveys as a means for keeping vocational éducation program offerings current
» ) e

utilaty of follow-up surveys. Indeed, experience in educational research has
- »;*_ N - .
clearly shown that follow-up surveys as long as 20 years after

. . p:z'?v%m-
pletion can be. of considerable value in influencing geﬁefal thinking on ‘

education and general strategy of program offerings.

<
\

Rather, I am simply

noting the llkely llmlted utility of follow-up surveys in meeting the shorter-,

™
term goal of keeping vocational program otferings curf@ht with labor market

eemapds.

Student Achievement

As noted in the.reviews of stud1es of vocatlonaI educatlon program

evaluatlon 1n sect1on III thls appears to be the area in which prbv151ons

E

of the 1977 regulations-are least fully 1mp1emented Recall that in th15~

®

: area theuregulatlons suggested reliance on indicators such as:
— N ¢
v

—standard occupatlonal(prof1c1ency measures;

-

. ' )
<criterion referenced tests; and

.
-~

-other examlnatlons of Students' skills, knowledge, att1tudes and
read1ness for entering employment successfully.

with labor ‘markets, I should note that I am-mot arguing ggainst the general -

.
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/ It is easy to understand-why these provisions have not been widely
. / it S

. \

ZTplemented. Standard ocguﬁational proficiency measures simply do not exist,

¥

/n the testing Rroféésion. and the technology of criterion referenced testing - .

is only beginniné to be developed.: Moreover, there is considerable un- -

r most occupations. .Criterion referenced tests are %/;;Latively new idea

‘. i . X ~ .
certainty about what factors are significant determinants (be they skills,
P \ o » . "4 ‘ '
knowledge, attitudes, connections, or whatevér) of individuals' successful

/ entry into employﬁent. For example, one recent study of the labor market - . ‘
for male youth with less than a college degree argues that the youth labor

market has structural features which ‘are not widely understood, much less

refiected in employment and training policy.# - o
Therefore as a gneral matter it would seem unwise for federal mandates’

. ‘s -+ . Cohs
to require any specific or standard approaches to measuring student achieve-
- * o . R

~

ment in occupatioenal proficiencies. Nevertheless,” there appears to be one area
of student achievement that may be worthy of more affééﬁ?%n, namely student

achievement in the basi skills of féading, writing and mathématicg. Im-

parting such skills is not traditionally seen as a priority goal of vocational

education, but there are several reasons for concluding that more attention
t

3

to basic sRills achievement of vocational spudehts is warranted. First, there
® N W .

Y
s
-t -

¥

has beir widespread concern nationally over the last four years or so about

Tion referenced measurement, ' )
# THe study entitled Gé&tting Started:is by Paul Osterman (M.I.T. Press, 1980)..
While Osterman's work cannot be summarized here, let me note simply that
the author argues, among many other points, that "much of the policy focus
on improving the 'school to work transition' is misguided". (p§ 154), He
argues this because of evidence that male youth often undergo a period of
‘employment instability, a period of settling down, and because "there is
‘. little relationship between the first job.after school and later jobs" (p. 154).

. *‘j;j;i?nk, 1980, for an up-to-date assessment of the state of the art of
cri .

W 4




the basic skills of all high school students, including college preparatory

Al

4 -
and general as well as vocational program’ students.  This concern has been

N

manifest most ¢learly in the minimum competency testing movement. ASince 1975

more than half the statgs in the nation have initiated minimum competency

testing programs.fqr“all public school students.- Under such programs test

résults are used’to determine award of high school diplomas, to contro] grade

t

sto grade prpmotlon, and/or to 1dent1fy students to receive remedial 1nstruc-

tion. ‘Nbst such programs schedule testing in the hlgh school, years, and ‘test
:‘

};;3dﬁng, math, and to only slightly lesser extent writing (Gorth, et al., 1980 for
. .

etails). While many observers have questioned the likely efficacy of. mini-

. Mum competency testing as a strategy for improving learning, it seems undeniable o
that such testing reflects a widespread concern for the basic skills achieve-

ments of high school students. And as-a result all high school students in-

>

’iuding college prep, general, and vocation program enrollees (but in some

places excluding handicapped students) will have to meet common standard§ of

¢

performance on basjic skill tests. )
2 L _

2

Second, more attention to general basic skills seems warranted in “
light of the tendency documented above for substantial proportions”of secon-
’ , - } . ~
dary vocatfonal education program,completers and.leavers tc pursae post-

secondary education, add1t10na1 tra1n1ng,vor other activities prlor to enter1ng
7

g@e labor force. In.short, for the 50% or so of secondary vocatlonal students

o

who are not immedaﬁtely avamable for job’placement after leaving fhelr voca-
*tional programs., b351c skllls-may be a more general and relevant type of '

achlevement to evaluate than spec1f1c occupat10na1 competenc1es.

e

Th1rd even for vocationdl students who go darectly 1nto the labor ~=r" "

" -

market, basic sk1115 maz be more 1mportant than occupatlonally spec1f1c com-

w«
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petencies. Why? One prominent economist, Lester Thurow, arguks this point

Sl R4 'y . : . - oo
. as follows. First he maintains that '"most skills in the U.S. are not acquired .
< .

in fofmal education or training; rather they are acquired throuéh on the‘job‘
s N . ' ’

training from one worker to another?(Thurow,'1979, pp. 324-325). He cites
. . L -

N

4 - . .
some ''very clear' evidence to support the proposition. In light of this .

proposition, heqargues—that the prime purpose of vocational education ought

-

to be creation of background characteristcs which tend to make individuals

.into low-cost trainees. for pptentiaf'employefs. And {rom this, he argues ¢

-
- ¥

third that "the three R's (readiné, writing, and arithmetic) are an importanf
ingredient in training costgs" (p. 327). He also argues that good work habits .

are a second general type of characterisgics, which make iqdividuafé attractive

to employers as pptentiallﬁ low-cost trainees. Also it should be-noted that .

« ‘.

S

/
there are important qualifications to Thurow’sugeﬁeral train of teasoning.
o . v e N T . ST "
which £0r the sake of brevity I-will not elaborate here. Nevertheless, it

seems €air to summarize his general point as follows. Since employers tend
, . 2 - i

not to s€liect empléyees on the basis of their' occupationally épecific‘com-

petencies, but.instead on -the basis of their trainability, basic skills

-

H

attainment may be a more .impartant goal for vocatibnaf,edugatibn students

. - -

.- plapning to enter diréctly into- the lahor'market than competencies keyed to o

s
” - ’ '

specific jobs. . ) . .

« N *
i Nk

.

"

In arguing that basic skills attainment is worthy of more attention

as an evaluationuriterion for vocational education, I should make it clear

. . . * ». - ,
what I am not arguing for. I am nor arguing for any kind of national standard
r ,e . Ad -

4 i

‘of basic skills attainment for votatiénal education students.

.

QQile federal

guidélines might, I think usefully direct more attention to évaluation cri-

teria in thi; realm; -I am not suggesting even that the federal government

.
- ke
- . . - v -~

\ N . . * N
o ’ * °
, -
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make an effort to aggregate results of state and local assessment of basic
“ - . ¢ ‘

H re of the basic skills attainment of veocational

skills into a national pj

- | . ’
students. The reasons for not suggesting a large federal role with respect!
to evaluation of~busic,skﬂlls attainment of vocational stullents are many,
R ‘\\ . . A.";
| FEEY .
but here I mention only three. First, there seems to be widespread and widely
& .

-

accepted agreement to thé prop051t10n that federal as opposed to national,

standards of educational achievement would be an’unwarranted breach of the

long-standing division of authority over education in the United States.
Second are the many techpical problems that efforts to'aggregate state and

local evaluations of basic skills atfainment would raise in trying to produce

- * .
a national picture of vocational education, _Third, I §ee'litt1e likely

M * y 3 > o‘ ‘ . o-
utility from such an effort in terms of program improvement in light of the

A ~—
‘ [}

highly diversified and decentralized nature of the vocational education enter="

SIS

. B
‘ .

-~ . >

Qprise.

Services to Speeial Needs Populations

2

- . ay
'

A thi'rd area for evaluation mentioned-in the 1977 regulatlons is ser-

.

vices to special needs groups, speC1f1ca11y:’

-

¢

©

N The results of additionalc services, asmeasured by the suggested
. criteria [pertalnlng ‘to plannimg and. operhtlonal procedures, student
"~ " ‘achievement,,and employment success] .o that .the state provides
to these special populatlonS' . N .
(1) Woman, ‘ : -

-~

- (2) Members of minority groups, ) . R -

(3 Handlcapped persons, . ,
. "(4) Disadvantaged persons, and N - -
R - (5) Persons of limited Engllshqueaking ability. © | -

*See Jaeger, 1979; L1nn, 1979; "and Wiley, 1979 for a dlscu551on of many of
these issues in regard to efforts to aggrégate local and state evaluatlons
of basic skills effects estlmates with. respect to Title I programs.

-

«
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. "As noted in the review of the Abt studyj and the Wentling survey in
i
|

: - . - P
.7} section III, evaluation activity regarding services to special populations
v O appears to be rqletiver; less than.evaluationﬂbertaininé either to planning
. 'anﬁcmeratibnal procedures;hor to‘eﬁployment success‘(though as noted, evidence
. e . -
. - in the Wéntling study on the priority given to evaluation of serviEes‘to

spécial populations is somewhat ambighous). As the Abt report noted: i

) e . Less attention has been given to evaludting the results

> . of additional services to special needs populations. -All 2 -
. sample states which-have a formal program review process . -
- include some items on special needs populations though

N . . the extensivéness of the review' varies. Ip all cases, the
review focuses on access to rather than results of vocation-
v . fm al progranms. (Beuke, 1980, p.*98). : .

. In /this regard, it seems to 'me ‘that éll'tnht‘is reasonable to require °

' M § ~ . » . - X3 - .. 4 1’.
in the wZ of .regular evaluation of sérvices to special populations are

ts 6f access td and participation in federally-aided vocational

- \ . .
2

as sessm7

. ‘ educat1 nalwprogramsa To put the matter anothe€r 'way, the 4977 regulatory

langua e requ1r1ng evaluat1on of th "results of addltlonal serV1qes"

provided to women, m1nor1ty groups, handl;apped ‘and dlsadvantaged indiv-

% iduals, and persons of limited Engl:}Q,sPeakang abilityAf t\mms of employ-

P

N mez} success and student achievement is’ unrea11s and unreasbnable. I. .
" - » - *
e ) r% ch: thls conc1u51on for three broad sets of reasons. ) o
’ f . ¢ N " \, . . .
LA 'f - TPirst, are the general arguments already oqt}ined regarding -the limited .
. ~ N : .. B . 1

5support (erther in terms*of financiaI resourceé'or technical asSistance) with

~ r
«

‘thCh the federal government has prOV1ded w1th respect to evaluation of employment

./ success and student achzevement effects of vocatlonal education, and the
. -
. limited utility of any such evalution 1n light of the apparent goal of

- - federal evalpatlon requirements, namely program improvement at state, local

A and institutional leyels. .Ki;, ’ ) T




»

Second, is thehlanguage—perfafning tdﬁresufts of adéitionai services.
R 73 tgkén‘seniously,fthishwould mean that sgfcéal &otumen;ati;n would be re-
.~quiréd not only of gefheral services brovi&eé/%o such special populations,
but_qf additiéngliservices provided to eagﬂ{épecial populaiion above and ’

141

beyond the basic level of service provisioh which otherwise might be pro-

vided. This would mean that evaluati6ﬁlof the results of additional services

~

equire addressing issues of sggplemental services versus supplanted

’

« . - _ *
fices - issues which have long bedeviled efforts to evaluate the Title I.

~

Third, is the fact that most égenciks providing federally-aided voca-

>

tional education programs),-namely local education agencies, already aré under
* i ) - : -y

separate and quite different mandates to evaluate the results of service pro-

“\

vision to precisely these same special popﬁlatibns. - Fave not had space‘in

N v

this brief paper to review the various federal mandates for evaluation of
. : SN ‘ , . ’
educational service provision to all the special populations méntioned in the

1977 vocational education reguiatibgi, but here let me only discuss the fed- <«

7

‘eral ﬁandgfe for evaluation of eduo%}iogal programs for the handicappéd,élab-

orated as a result of the baésagé of PL-94-142, which was brieflysreviewed .

s YL . . . '~

- . 8 .t . - < gs

# - in ,section IV. As noted,- federal evaluation’requirements for ‘LEA's providing
. - . . 2

- -
N v

services for the gandicéhped focus exclusively on.proéedural requirements '

(mostly in terms of individual -educational-plans) and do not specify atten-
tion ta. any particuiar.outcome measures. Tndeed"énactment of federal legis-
rd ~ . , . N ’-‘

bl

lation regarding evaluation for the handicapped: (PL-94-142) sgems to have

13

L - .
»

*Wighout”;rying to @escribe the history of the Suppleméht versts supplant
«issye#in Title I, and the various regulations that have grown up around -
this issue, it is worth noting.that .because of the ramifications of trying

_ ‘to identify supplemental services, the latest *(1978) legislation provides
for dropping of. the supplemental requirement when Title I services are pro--
vided to students in districts serving a specified minimum preportion of
disadvantaged students. ' . * o

<

1]

«t

*
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i 'Q\\been piemised on a potion that ény a priori specification from the federal

' level of goals for handicapped students would be 1nappropr1ate that the

‘/' -
; spec1f1c criteria for Judging the effectiveness of 1nd1v1dua11y prescribed

] ; -
b | educational plans for handicapped chigdren should be spec1t1ed at the loc
level. Thus, it'ssems to me that requiring th¢ evaluation of vocational grograms

-

serving handicapped children in terms of any prespecified criteria of achjevement®

ments of PL- 92 142, ‘but also the general philosophy whiéh motivated the assage

of this legislation by the U.S. Congress, o , < ‘ Coe
. v Plannipg;and Opggotiopar Processes “ N - - e s ’ )
" [ The fourph area of evaluation mentioned in the reguiapiogs of 1972\\\//
K was planning and operational procedures. §pecifica11y mentioned under this ° ]
;;h‘ - rubric w;:; the follow1ng sorts-of characteristics of vocational eduation
programs:

(D ﬁuality and avaiiability of instructional offerings:

. (2) Guidancexcounseling, and placement and follow-up services; N
- . ’ (3) Capacity and condition of fa gs and equipment; : ) ;
i - . (4). Employer participation-in cfoperatiye programs of vocational
X . ~ éducation; Qép&*tti\y .
) . (5) Teacher/pupil ratios;. and
. ¢+ (6) Teacher qualifigations. . >

Though planning and operational.proqedures %org_mentioned in the 1977

regulations piior to the three other areas of evaluation mentioned ‘(namely °

student achievement,.employmént success, and results of services to special
s At : e it )
- populations), I have postponed discussion of this area of evaluation for the

A -

simplé reason that I think there is greatest potential in this realm fo?

Ll
-

b speﬁifiéa;ibn of evaluation criteria which will most likely serve the intended

goal gof federal evaluation , namely program improvemént. Why do I
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v

.

give priority to evaluation of ,planning and operational procedures above®
\ »- 'f.,

student ach'emement; employment success,fan& results of additional services

-~ - N P

to speciallpopulations? Regardless of how good

The reaspn is fairly 51mp1e.
"estimates of various Brogram outilmes are, they provide absolutely no guid-

»

ance for program.improvement unless they are coupled with information on .

'program processes.

-

/

€

4

If one knows that programbx helped-to boost students'

¢

¢

- readlng achlevement by 10 p01nts, this information is’ of 11tt1e value~if it

is not accompanied by. information on charagteristics of the program (i.e.

4

. A . . ‘ ' o 1.
operational, processes) which might help explain why it was effectiVe.

,

other words, evaluatlon eV1dence on program outcomes such as achlevement or,

-

<P

In

I3

* employment success, however validly measured, prOV1des virtually no basis

. - . ) - P .
for program improvement efforts if it is.not accompanied by information on oper-
. . " . . -0 .

3

even if one does not have evidence on outcomes, still can provide a basis for
. . . o . 4 > .

improving programs; for example, if some independent standard exists for
judging the characteristics which a progrém should have or hypotheses are

) - © - ¢

» lvailable concerning likely relationships hetween opérational pfogram char- -

© - <
- -

L4
Hcteristics and program outcomes. . ..

. L4
-

In this regard it sgems to me that federalapoligy on vocat1ona1 education

®

valuation might pay particular attention tQ documentation of the nature and

~e
.

'

2

F YR

ey

.
[

-

wi

~

-

xtent of the vocational education enterprise. -

3

From the federal perspective,

t seems likely to be far more useful to focus evaluation efforts on matters

‘s

of vocational education program organization and administration, populations

: kg . . ‘ : 3 ' : €
s¢rved and srrV1ces provided, than on -questions of effects, be they concerned
" ® '

th student -achievement, employment success, or results for special populations.




There dre two brodd .sets of reasons for ‘advocating an evaluation focus on

documentation of program nature and extent rather than-on outcomes. This

N 1

first has to do with what has been learned about systemafic program evalua—“-
. o .

- ] . ) .

tion over the last decade and a half and the second with the complexity of. -

thé vocational education ente%prise and the federal rgle in it.
, . e “ .

ST Since the mid-1960s systematic program eyaluatioh hasAemerged as a - ‘

. ¢ . D

Millions of dollars have been inveg

+

major enterprise.

!

S

from research and adm}nistration.

— v

' And as-noted in 'sectioy

]

lation on social programs now regularly contains provisj

.

usefulp either in terms of,poliey-making or program management, as the early
prebonents of evaiuatidh suggested (see Patton, 1978; Weiss, 1976, 1977).

* . "'« There are several different explanatlpns for why systematlc program evaluation

$o. Y

-~ has not proven to be as useful as mlght have been hoped, 1nc1ud1ng, for

( I
»

M ‘ example, the.relatively pr1m1t1ve state of the art of evaluatlan, the fallure

. ‘
Sa

‘. to keep utlllzatlon in m1nd in designing ahd. carrylng out evaluatlons, ‘and-

- .

* myriad other~inf1uepces be'sides e.valuation findings'"on policymaking and

- . . .
°

program management .(Lindblom & Cohen,” 1979).

— - 3

Nevertheless, it seems clear
that one reason why evaluations haye not proven terribly useful is that there

has been a tendency to focus on questions- of effects.or outcomes without,

— ‘- »

. . paying sufficient attention to issues of specific purposes and characteristics

>
-

of programs being evaluated,

' derogatively, as the black~hox model of evaluation, The main problems with
N ) ’ ’ ) ‘ '

. Such.an approach has come to be known, usually

-

-~
.

!

> -
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such an approach are two. Fi%st, it does littlipéooa to know.that program X

‘produced a gain of .10 points on an aéhieVemqu f%%%, or 10% gkeater chance

4, ~

‘of being émployed unless such findings are accompanied by information on

n -
- .

»

the nature of program X. "Second, it is virtually impossible to produce N

ﬁeffeé%s estimates concerning any reéular prograp which cannot be easily
e x . ) .
challenged by anyone with even a modicum of knowledge abéﬁt technical evalu-

-«

ation issues. The problem isithat without some kind of" experimental manipula-
_tion of assignment of people to programs (for example, via ra;§om assignment), .

it is inevitably possible to hypothesize that '‘estimated effects were due

. « . M -

Dot to.the program under study, but to the particular characteristics of
E‘ N 3 ‘ . )

individuals participatﬁpg in tHe program. " For ‘th¥s reason, Boruch and

Cordray (1980) explicitly recommended "the ‘use of rapdbmized field eipegi- ,t

: ‘. - ’
- ments to-plan and evalyate hew programs, new variations of existing programs

~ S e e

———— — e e o - ——— e e e 2N L r — e ma in e

and ‘program components.' ~ There are, I think, strong grounds for questioning

“this recommendation;;but it is.nevertheless clear that for régular ongoing oo
service programs such as, vocational edhcationi random assignment cannot (and
in my view should not) be employed}'.This means that evaluatioﬁs of the out-

. - . 5 . L : s
comes prodgqed (the effects) of such programs can never be definitively

P Y - -

assessed.” This suggests to me’ that evaluation of vocational education pro-
“ . . not . ’ ) Co

grams shouﬂi—f?cps moTe on descriptive questions of what programs are and
< 9 . . . . L N .

what people they serve rather than.on the much more elusive question of

T

. what effects the programs haye.* This is not meant to suggest that questions -

* In this regard i\ {§ worth noting that as prograp eyaluation has developed
as a separate field of inquiry seyeral groups haye deyeloped standards for
. . » program eyaluation, and prominent among them are issues of program descrip-
~ tion, Por example, the first standard set out by the Joint Committee on
Standards for Educational Eyaluation reads as follows:
The object of the evaluation (program, prodiict or project) should *
, be described so that it is clear what form[s] of the, object is
-~ [are] being evafuated. (Joint Committee, 1979) / : :
L - Similarly, the nuzber one guideline set out in the draft standards developed
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. of impact or effects are not of interest, but merely that giyven the -

v L)

last. 15 years of experi°nce w1th program evaluat1on* they tannot°he very
usefully addressed by mandat1ng evaluation in terms.of any one og two

- outcome criteria (nor’ for—that matter any one or two sets of outcome -

~ . N - A . -
. criteria). . . : ( i : -
) . The second broad set of reasons for focusing evaluation on documentation ‘
[ . . B
g ofthe nature and extent of programs rather than on outcomes fas tp do with *

% +

-

the complex1ty of the vocatlonal education enterprlse and the limited federal N
o ’ 1 L ° ’

contribution to that enterprise. As noted in section II, federally a1ded ’

vocational educatign serves different kinds of goals (e.g,, occupational
- . - X . . N ) o
exploration, préparation for advanced placem)nt, and direct preparation for

paid or unpaid employment), operates in nany different institutions'(z&,ooo.

i : . . . -~

v

. _ . at last count) and at different levels-of the nation‘s educational system

-~

(secondary, postsecondary and adult), eoncernsdozens of different kinds

- ~

of occupations, and’ is specifically mandated to serve seven different special
4

‘ popblations In contrast to the scope of the vocational education enterprise,'{

7 - . . 1)
1

however, federal aid to vocatronal education amounts to no more than 10%

[ — d -
[ 4 ¢

of total nat10na1 gxpenditure on vocational education. In light of this

contrast and in 11ght of the fact that the federal government has mot "~ , " . °

provided significant support-to.states, local educatlon agenC1es and .

.

{ *(cont 4 - .

T e by the eyvaluation research society is;
% The purposes and characteristics of the program or .

- .activlty to he addre'ssed_in the evaluation.effort should .

: : -"b¥ specified as precisely as possihle (c;ted in Boruch and |,

S ’ CorHray, 1980 appendix),. —

A
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@ - b .
institutions to meet the evaluation mandate in-the 1976 legislation, mwch . _ .

less the elaborated mandate in the 1977 tregulation, it ‘segns iumreasonable _.

. - >
.

( » for federal legislation to require evaluation in terms of any specific

-~

- H »

cr1ter1a of‘set of criteria. - . -

1 *

What Else. Can be Done to Make‘EvaIuat1on Useful for Program Improvement’

»

’ /__ Thus £ar I have argued mainly for curtailment of federal requirements . -

- 2

for evaluation of vocat1ona1 education outcomes. Nevertbeless, thé question .-

of results is clearly of tremendous 1mportance The national intgrestyob-
viously will not be well ‘served by’ providing: vocational education programs
T .

. . AR . T . .
if those programs make no difference in the lives of individuals whom they
' aim at serving. Thus, in closing, it seems to be worthwhile to moye beybnd

v b - \1

. ‘the fa1r1y narrow question of evaluatlon cr1ter1a, and more broadly address

£ what else can be done to make ev aluat1nn nseful for nrogram

-~ 3

IR improvements. While I do not have time nor space to.elaborate much on this
question, let me suggest five broad _types of possibilities. ' .

Evaluakion Procedures.' One strategy, apparent in/the<?L-94-142* N

\.

¢ 1eg151at1on, would be to eschew the mandate of evaluat1on in terms of any
. \ .
. t ; spec1f1c cr1ter1a, and 1nstead to place more empha51s—on procedural require-

~

ments. Who should be ifvolved in the cenduct and report1ng of evaluatle:?‘\\~

o

"and who should have access to evaluat1on esults” Instead of v1ew1ng former |

~ . .. .
7

' vocational education students (or 1n the jargon of current 11terature,

- -

Vo \," ' program completers and leavers) y as ob ects _of study, night evaluatlon
’ pollcy seek to ascertain their yieys more T;rectly on. the strength and .
- - L4
e " weaknesses of the.programs in whAch they participated? Might not ‘parents

), ' ] . / \ ‘ ' -
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N

of students, employers, and representatlves of special populat1ons, all

\ '

of whose interests are intended to be served hy federally a1ded voca~

-

tional educat1on, be systemat1ca11y 1nvo%yed in éﬁaluatlng this complex
\enterprlse” S » « ’

. ' « . r

It should be noted that some such procedural requlrements for evalu-
ation already exist. ~As,noted in the general descr1pt1on of federal
rpquirements in appendix 1, for example, State Advisory Councils on
Vocat1ona1 Education ‘already are mandated to participate in evaluat1ons

- of vocat1ona1 educat1on at state levels, and the National AdV1sory Council

.

© on Vocational Education serves as the national counterpart to the.state

councils. Also, as noted in the Abt report (Beuke et al., 1980, p.<108),

the Education Amendments of 1976 and 1978 manddte the establishment- of .

PR

three other sorts of groups at the state Jlével (Cohmittees for State

.
.

Vocational Educational ?lanning, Staie Occupational Information Coordinating
Committees, and StatevEmployment and Tralﬁxqg Counclls) in ‘!der to co-
ord1nate CETA and vocat1ona1 educat1on programs. The estab11shment and
operation ‘of such coord1nat1ng groups has not been W1thout problems, as

the Abt report notes.. But their e;istence (anwd according to

the Abt report they "are haV1ng poS1t1ve effects" Beuke et al,, -

1980, p. 123), clearry'suggests that the locus of- re5pon51b111ty for

-vocatlonal‘educat1ona1 plann1ng and pol1cy-mak1ng res1des more at the state

than the federal leyel of goyernment, If this is so, it would seem plau51b1e
-

to avo1d direct federal mandate for evaluation in terms of any specific.

f
criteria, and 1nstead to rely,more on procedural guidance from the federal

°

"leVel.'
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A second strategy would be to

T\ ' ‘
- ExempiarirProgram~1dentification.

» _provide for incentives, beyond rules and regulations.pertaining to

'specific‘evaluation criteria, to motivate useful eyaluations of voca-

N

tional education programs., One example of such a strategy is ayailabie

in the Department of Educationts Joint Dissemination-Review Panel (JDRP).

The JDRP regularly reviews evgluatxgn eV1dence Qn the effectlveness of

- .

If a'-

PAY .

.education programs in’ order to Judge that evidence-is persuaslve.

program is approved by the JDRP, it is listed in a Department o§ Education

catalog, Education Programs That Work, and is eI{Zible for federal support
* to promote aissEmination of information about the program. The fifth °

ed1t10n oflEducation Progr. s That Work (1978) 11sts over 200 "exemplary

educatipnal programs," but among these olhy a 51ng1e one is llsted in
. ) the-lndex“under vocational education.*’ In contrast, exemplary programs~g

listed under the rubrics of basic skills and early chﬁidhood education

- -~

number more than two dozen each.

available to explain why vocational educétionjprograms‘ﬁhow up relatively
v ‘ . i * '

infrequently in this‘listing‘of exemplg;y educ tional pregramsg** but it

There are several different hypotheses

* It is the Vocational Readlng Power project developed in Mlnneapolls, ‘
Minnespta, a state with .one of the best developed systems for evaluating
vocat10na1 education programs. . ‘ «

**Such hypotheses include‘ the épparent'isolat1on in, the federal bureau-’
cracy of vocational education from other education programs, the relative
prominence of state as.opposed to federal authority in vocational educa-
tion, the emphasis of “the JDRP on"educational significance" as'opposed

- . to broader social and occupational significance, and greater federal

“ » investment in efaluating educational programs other than vocationaf '
, programs. . . o
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* s*g to nme very unlikely that 1t 1& hecause yocatlonal education programs: -

N . “' * are generlcalll le;s effectlve or exempldfy than other educatlonal programs
s .--’; EPt whatever the cause, thls fact suggests that yocational education has
o not exp101ted evaluatlon as a mEans of ;dentlfYLng good programs: publi-

. i/ . ciziné information about them and thereby improving~othér programs, to

? >
as great an extént as have other federally aided educ®tion programs.

Technical Assistance. A third approach to -evaluation which seems

to me mor€ likely beneficial in terms of helping to improve programs at

state and local levels would be federal provision of technical assistance

t'-
¢ ‘Y

with respect to evaluation. To some’ extent this.is of coursé already
4

-

-

-+ happening through activities ~of the Nationdl Center.for Rgsqarch in

. 4 . 4 . . ¥} »l.z
o \N-_;:!gsipidﬂgi Education. This Center currently makes available a variety

»

of materials concerning,vocational education evaluation (for example,
- @ bl -

. . b . Z -

R . - " . . . . et
concerning the measurement of vocdtional education outcomes, ‘and-the
?a -~

-v . . PR v

o N » ., .
characteristics of programs which tend to have'high placement rates). N

.Nevertheless:'}he‘federal activity in providing ‘technical assistance

Y

. with regard to Title.l eialqationg, through ten regional technical
. . . . L4 R T . ‘ .o ’.
assistance ‘centers, provides an interesting contrast. The model is of -
)‘ * . . &
: . N

' N 7 . s . (3 ° o ‘o. P od

. ©  course not necessarlly one to be d1rect1y emulated with respect to

T e ¢ < * Cx b

o vocatlonal'educatlon, but it 1§ I th1nk at least worth con51der1ng -

- »
- 0

T U Cin an‘effbrt to 1dent1fy&Way$ in whlch federal provlslon of technical

. c »

asslstance with regard to eyaluation-can help states and local institu-

A -

) . e § L . ' X T - - . o . Eh\.
tions use evaluation for the purpose of improying programs. -
- . s : "-, ® ’ . P
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questions) to requxfe/all 1nst1tut1ons receiving federal vocational educa- "

~at. answer1ng speclflc questlons. Such a strategy could be ea511y cogrd1w

) . . -’ .« -- .—64-\ * ’ ) ¢ ’ \ \.

' ' et o. : ‘ i « K/- " ) . ’)
« - - e ‘
- : i . N I .
. . j . i . ] .
Evaluation Research into Special Issues; A fourth strategy for =z
. n * . }
- e - D .

federal influence on, evaluation of'vqcational education is.targeted .

. -

v o9

evaluation research on special issues, In thls regard the' very com~ .

N

plexity of the vocational education enterprise represents the various

and sometimes competing interests involved in vocational education --

g A
.

interests of federal, state, and local levels of government, interests
) Nl

- -

of individual students anq‘parents and those of diverse institutionms,
‘ L 4

e

interests-of bysiness and organjzed .labor, and various sp&cial‘interest

>

. . ‘g ¢
“groups‘as well. Current federal requ@;ements for the\evaluation.of

N - 5 . N . ’- Va B
vocational eaucation, it seems to me, clearly represent many of these
14

}u‘o *

dlfferent 1nterest5‘ and wh11e I have argued ‘against_ federally requ1red

¥

» [y

evaluation cr1ter1a representing various,special interests Ce.g., the

f - . +
results of vbeational édu*ion services prpvided to special pophla’tions),

S 9
0 < f

.

Rather T am 51mpiy arguing that it is needlessly burdensome (and I suspect

~ -

hlghly 1neff1c1ent as well 1n terms of der1v1ng va11d answers to spec1f1c .o

-

3
o

triteria ay currently mandated. - Thus it seems to me 'thit a more reason-

5 . N LY » & o

able approach to*éerfving answers to specific quest@pns (such as results for

N

L]
o8

nated with a federal approach to eyaluation of yocational educgtion.

which focuses on documentat;on aqj{descrlptlpn of vocational education

administration: seryices and populations, ~If such descriptive information ﬁ}

~

o g . —
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were available, it could be used to proyide a framework in terms of

which evaluation research targeted on specific questions could be organ-
ized,”both in terms of elaborating specific questions and in terms of

drawing systematic samples of vocational education programs and poﬁula-

.

. tions. - -

id - -
. . -~

. : _ In suggesting the strategy of targeted evaluation research, I should again
- LY *

.

point out that the idea is not a new one. Indeed, the current vocational

.

education s;udy poses a prlme emample of such targeted research Instead |
of relylng exc1u51ve1y upon the ongoing evaluatlon activities of the

- federal government, as in the Education Amendments of' 1976, the U.S.

- L

Congress specifically mandated (and funded) this Study' to address spetific

. ]

questions through "thorough evaluation and study" whibh/the Congress wanted

answered in breparation for reauthorization of federdl legislation on ~

vocational education. Also; the data now being acquired through VEDS

o

provides an example of how descriptive data, agquired at the federal level,

‘can ‘help provide a framework for and thereby help refine evaluation

questions addressed at the state and‘local levels. In thlS regard note

. '~

that while NCES in reportlng in 1980 on The Condition of Vocational Educa-

tlon drew a broad dlstlnctlon between occupational and nonoccupatlonal

vocatlonalreoucatlon programs, off1c1a1s from the state of Minnesota re« i
‘ ported data showing that the amount& f oooieework students‘take in voca- f
tional education in Miniesota spans a ontiﬁuoﬁiranging from Iess than
i s \

% ~ 100 hours. to more than 800 hour5~(see U,

. Conéress, P 384). In other

-x‘»

t the federal level is a useful

. , words while the general 1st1nctron dra
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one (far better than lumping together all secondary school students

taking vocational coursework as simply '‘vocational education students"),
X -

a more detailed description developed at the state level revealed.that

such 3 dichotomization'still conceals considerable variation in the

-
-

extent of the vocational education training received by students.

Meeting Labor Market Demands. A last general issue pertains to- the
widespread interest in using evaluation to help improve the coordination

of vocational education with labor market demands. As noted in section I,
”~

the widespread interest in making vocational ‘education program offerings
responsive to changing demands of the labor market is entirely under-

standable. It does little good to prepare individuals for occupations
. . &

where there are no jobs available.. Also, as noted, -the concern for

H
- 3

—

making vocational education more responsive to the labor market was

. L d
clearly one of the prime motivations in the 1976 Congressional mandate

A 1

to evaluate occupational vocational programs in terms of students' sub-

sequent employment success (namely, placement in a related occupation, -

and employer satisfaction). Nevertheless, I also suggest that follow-up -——-J/

studies on employment success are not a terribly satisfactory means of
serving the intended end -- both because of practical p;oblemS\inf'
conducting such follow-up studies while protecting the privacy rights of

individuals, and more importantly, because such follow~up studies on

former vocational education students inevitably will miss half the

question. Specifically relying on follow-up studies will provide no

~direct information on occupatiohallopenings_for which there are currently

>
- #
. : . . s
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no vocational program offerings. For example, in community Z, there
. s . >
may be a tremendous demand for computer programmers, but if. thete is no

. . . N
. vocational program related to computer programming in that community,
. this fact would very likely not be revealed in follow-up studies.
. ‘ - - + i
If this is so, there remains the broad question of héw mechanisms

can be established to help make vocational education program offerings

more responsive to labor market opportunities. The general answer, I

: . ° ) ’ "
think, 4s to bring other kinds of data to bear on vocational education

-

planning and poliéy—making, namely surveys of current labor market

.

- opportunities und projections of future labor market demands. This
idea is of course ' not a new one. It was reflected, for example, in the

1976 Congressional mandaté to establish State Occupational Information

Coordinating Committees, with membership to include state administrators
N 4 \

- of vocational education. Nevertheless, it should be acknowledged that 4

the idea is not easy to .implement for 'at least two broad sets of reasons.
» » » . ! . » -
First, from a theoretical point. of view, there is considerable uncertainty
- * - t
concerning market elasticities of skill substitution within or across
: ~

_occupations. As Thurow (1979) points out,~ .

The empirical magnitude of the elasticities of substitution
depends on the level of aggregation of labor’skills. At

- some levels of aggregation the elasticities are low; at
others they are high. Generally, the more aggregate the
vector of labor skills, the lower the elasticities of sub-
stitution between different skills. The elasticities of
substitution between different types of electricians are
presumably much higher than those between craftsmen and

- - professional’ workers. (pp. 323<324)

Y
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-
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In general Thurow seems to argue that elasticities of skill sybstitution

-68-

.

are higher thay“typi;él]y recognjzed in yocational education and employment

training circles,

~

Nevertheless, at the same time he acknowledges that for

some categories of skills, such as typing, elasticities of suPstitution

may Be.low. ’ :

A

' L

.

'\\\\\ Yet leaving aside such theoretical problems, there is a more practical

L2

N .
problgg:}n.attaining the goal of making vocational educatiQn more responsive

to_laborfﬁirket demands .

-

-

.

"It is the fact that, whatever one wishes to assume

about elasticities of skill substitution, there is a ‘tremendous dearth of
A

information systematically collected on labor market demands. Indeed,

'according to some recent accounts, the United States has the péorest

-

system of collectlng such information of any major industrialized country.

-

This suggests that meeting the goal of making vocat10na1 éducatlon

more requnsive to Iabor.market_démands would require the investment of

considerable resources in developing a more comprehen51ve system for

collectlng, analyzing and reporting data on labor market demands. Such a

task clearly seems beyond the ken of vocational "education, or at least

.

vocational education alone. Nevertheless, it seems to me that, however

such a goal (Qamelfzgye developmént of a better system for ascertaining

preéent'and future labor market demands) can be attained, at least one

) * .
thing is clear. Labor market demand, as with other aspects of the econdmy,
According to'the i

¢

can fluctuate markedly across time and geography.

L ! narkecly | ,
] . . ~ . *, .
H

Department of Labor (1980): ) ) e




-69-.

-
v
’

L3
-

) In every occupation and industry, the numher of i e

. jobseekers and the number of job.openings con« i
stantly changes. A rise or fall in the demand for .
a product or service affects the number .of workers .
needéd to produce it. New inventions and tech-
nological innovations create somé jobs and eliminate . .
others. Changes'in the size or age distribution of
the population, work attitudes, training opportunities,

PR or retirement programs determine the number of workers . L
available. As these forces interact in the labor -+ -
markes, some occupations.experience a shortage of
workers, some a surplus, some a balance between job-.
seekers and job openings. Methods used by economists’

. . to develop information on future occupational prospects °
e differ, and judgments that go_into any assessment .of
.the future also differ.

Ny

This suggests’ that the task of coordinating vocational edugation

programs offerings witﬁlcurrent, much less future, labor market demand

-

is not an easy endeavor. It also suggests to me that mépdatjng indi-

vidual education agencies and institutions to tailpr thgié vocat{ohal :

education programs to labor market'trends by way of their own folloﬁ-up

surveys of former students is simply unreasonable: .Instead I fhiﬁk a

W‘ , more réﬁsaﬁable»strategy would bé to invest additional resources in state
or regional efforts to gather, analyze and report on labor market trends
and -to iﬁfluence vocational educatipn planning efforts by providing

such- information to local instituytions.

. -~
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APPENDIX 1 .

Evaluation Requirements for Vocational Education

- T A
Funding for Federal Vocational Education programs is of two basic

types: .Formula grants to states 2nd Discretionary grants. The evaluation
process is different for each type. Here we only consider, the evaluation’

requirements fdér the formula grants administered by the statés.
*

State administered Vocational Education programs require evaluation
at the state and federal levels. At the state level, formal evaluation is
routinely conducted by two groups; the State Department of Vocational
Education and the State Advisory Council on Vocational Education (SACVE).
At the federal level, there is a parallel organizational scheme. . The Bureau
of Occupational and Adult. Education (BOAE) within USOE and the National
Advisory Council on Voeational Education (NACVE)} serve as the federal level
Counterparts to the state agencies. The local administration of these
programs is carried out by the district. The evaluation is typically
informal, being composed of needs assessment apd guidance régarding program
operation provided by tHe Local Advisory Counzgl on“Vocational Education
(LACVE). . ce . :

(a) Evaluation Requirements at the State level, The"law and regu-
lations are explicit as to the content and procedures to be employged, in
the state evaluation. The evaluation is structured around a five-year
program plan. The legislation explicitly states that the purpose of the
evaluation is to revise and improve the programs conducted under this-plan,
this plan is jointly devised by representatives of the State Department
of Education and the State Advisosz_pounpil (SACVE). ‘

\

State Department of Education requirements.’ During the five-year '
period of the state plan, the State Department of Education’ is to evaluate
the effectiveness of each program in terms of (a) planning and operational
processes, (b) student achievement, (c) student employment suecess. and -~
(d) issues related to sjecial populations. Further, the state is required
to evaluate the extent to whichindividuals who complete or leave the progyam -
obtain employment in occupations related to their trainigg and whether thefr
employers consider them well-trained and prepared for employment.- Sampli
is permitted for this assessment., Finally, the State Department of Educatfon
1s required to submit.an annual accountability report which includes a h

‘Qescription of how funds were used, a summary of the evaluations that_were"

conducted and a description of how' the evaluation informatiqp.has been used
to improve the state's program, = :

State Advisory Council requirements. Annually, the State Advisory
Council is to prepare and submit to the Commissioner and National Advisory
Council on Vocational Education, an evaluation report. Its contents are to
include a synthesis of its evaluation of State Department administration and
bperation’ggg the evaluétipné performed- by the State Department of Education.

. co v o {
"(b) Evaluation Requirements at the Federal level. An organizational

'structure,‘parallel_qp the state level, is established within the law for the -

federal.level agencies. There aresome notable differnences in the explicit-
ness. of the‘evaluationurequirements,prescribed for“the National Advisory
Council, however.* ‘ ' ’

_" " . ~‘ '

6.




' Evdluation requirements for the Bureau of Occupational and Adult
' Edbication. At least ten states dare to be reviewed duyring+a given fiscal-
year. The purpose of the review is to analyze the strength and weaknesses
of state programs. At the same time, DHEW is to conduct fiscal audits
within those states. The Commissioner is to transmit to Congress a report
on the National status-of the Vocational Education programs. The report is
- to include irformation developed from the National Vocational Education
Data System (VEDS), a sumuary of information’ obtained from federal reviéws
and audits and a synthesis of the evaluations performed by State Departments’
:.nd State Advisory Councils. e

Evaluacion requirgments for the National Advisory Council on Vocational
Education. NACVE received a broadly stated evaluation function in the legis~-
»lation. 1Its primary function is to provide policy-oriented annual reports
and assessment of USOE/BOAE adninistration and %perations -

. _/ s

Diversity in the Type of Evaluation Regulations

' Examining the amount and type of information that is requited across
the four programs it is apparent that there are substantial differences.

The direct grant type of program (e.g., Bilingual and the Discretionary
grants for- Vocational Education) have the least amount of oversight and *
,JJeporting requirements. Title I and Vocational Education (Basic grants)

are both state administered formula allocation grants and have an additional
level of evaluation .imposed_by the state agency. Vocational Education can,*
be distinguished from Title I in.that two fgencies at the state and two -
agencies at the federal level are responsible for conducting routine evalu-
ations. From this comparative assessment, ‘we see that not only do the law
and regulations indicate how evaluation is to be carried out, it can also
influence how mych. 4s conducted and by whom.
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APPENDIX 2 :
o - ESEA, Title I (Education of Disadvantaged Children, Basic: Grants to )
LEAS) - 3 ;

(a) -LEA Evaluation Requirements., The 1974 and 1978 Educational ‘
Amendment$ require the Commissioner to develop and make available to SEAs .
and LEAs (through the SEA) explicit standards and "models" for evaluation .
reporting at the local level. The Ot¢tober 12, 1979 Federal Register '
describes these standards and reporting regulations: . eyery LEA receiving
funding 1s required to submit an evaluation plan to the SEA at addregses
how it will meet technical requirements of the regulation, ‘At least o
every three years, the IEA_must evaluate its progsams using ''reliable

e

» valid instruments," "procedures that minimize error" and a ign
"y&elds a valid assessment of achivement gains." This latter requirement
can be fulfilled by using®one of three federally developed models or a
suitable alternative approved by the SEA and Commissioher. Each model is . -
supposed to°provide an estimate of the effect of receiving Title I gervices
on student performance compared to an estimate of what performance would
have been in the absence of Title I services. Achievement scores are to
be reported to the SEA using a common measdge, a "no;mal cdrve equivalent"
(NCE). ‘ . -

< The new regulations also require longitudinal assessment to aﬁcertain
whether Title I gains are sustained after services are withdrawn., This
assessment is for Jlocal use and reporting is not required unless requested
by the SEA. Initial achievement status and gain, a description of the
assessment process and project information are the only federally mandated
.evaluation requirements ‘that are imposed on LEAs. The project information
that is to be obtained includes: average duration of Title I service,
pupil-per-teacher,ratios, expenditures per child, and number of participants..
According.to ;h:f%eg lations, this proje&t information is to be collected on a
sample of grade levels,

(5) The SEA Evaluation Weguirements. The SFA is charged with the -
responsibility ‘for -ensuring that the LEA educational plan’'is in compliance
with the-law-and- recently, this role has been expanded to include more
extensive evaluation functions. SEAs are regponsible for monitoring how
the projects are carried out, providing technical assistance regarding LEA
evaluation and aggregation of. LEA data. The monitoring function is carried
out' through field visits by state Title I representative(s). The state -
receives one and ane-half percent (set-aside) ‘of its total allocation, or

* $150,000, whichever is greater, to perform these,functions. ' i

The.SEA compiles thé data that is submitted by the LEAs and submits
(3) an annual perfoimance report, containing: The number of participants
serv@d by types of service; number of participants by grade level for public
and nonpublic recipients and "other information requested by the Commissioner"
" and (2) a biennial evaluation report, summarizing information for all or a
_representative sample of LEAs, C ‘ .

« .
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) N . .
\ (¢) Federal Evaluati Requirements. Section 183 of &he 1978
. - Education’ Amendments cleargy delineates the evaluation tasks and priorities
° to be addressed by the Commissioner. The law makes provision for two levels
‘ of evaluative evidente: independent evaluations designed to '"describe and
measure the impact of programs” and the Provision of Technical Assistance
A to States and local agencies on conducting evaluations. A maximum of oné-
half of 1 percent of the amount appropriated for these programs is provided
for'evaluaqion_andapriority is to be given to the federal assistance to
state and local agencies.

| —
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APPENDIX 3

l

Public Law 94-142 {(Education for the Handicapped) Evaluation
Requirements ¢;>4 ~

L4

. The Education for all Handicapped Children Act of 1975 and the per- -
tinent regulations are explicit about responsibilities. The states are:.

the primary target of fedéral oversight amd they in turn are responsible

for overseeing theFlocal education agencies. The\program 4s focused on

the provision of/a "free, appropriate public education for all handicapped
childrep:" -The Bureau of Education for the Handicapped (BEH) in\USOE was )
assignéd the responsibility for administratibn and evaluation of R.L. 94-142,

S

(a) LEA "Evaluation" Requirements. At the local level, the term
-evaluation refers primarily to diagnostic assessment of children. The
regulations require that preplacement evaluation be conducted using )
multiple, appropriate assessment modes. If the child is found to have
a handicapping condition, an Individualized Educational Plan (IEP) .is s
devised. The content of the Individual Education Plan is required by the
regulations to include: (1) an assessment of present levels: of educational
performance; (2) a statement of annual goals and short term instructional
objectives; (3) a statement of specific special education and related services
and an assessment of .the extent to which the child is able to participate in
regular education programs; (4) projected dates for initiation and termi- LY
nation of services, (5) appropriate objective criteria, evaluation proced—
ures and a schedule for reevaluation. @

(b) SEA Evaluation requirements. The state has responsibility to
ensure that the IEP has been prepared and that it meets the educational
standards .of the state. This is essentially a monitoring function and is
carried out through on-site visits. Elaborate checklists have been developed
by state agencies-and BEH for assessing compliance with regulations. Addi-
tional monitoring requirements include fiscal audits and an assessment of
the extent to which the Individual Educational Plan is actually.carried
out, in practice. This:latter function is essentially a check t& ensure
that the R{fgram for individual children is actuglly implemented.

W

The law spec¢ifies that in any fiscal year, the state may use fives :?
percent of the total state allotment, under part B, or $200,000, whichever
is greater for conducting required adminigtrative activities. 'Evaluation
in the génse of monitoring is included under this categorycof activities,

-~

The State Education Agency is required to report (1) the number-of
handicapped children reveiving services on October 1 and February 1 of the -
school year; (2) the number of handicapped children within each disability
category; (3) the number of handicapped with: each of three age groups.

For all figures, unduplicated counts are required. This report is to be
transmitted to the Commissioner. - o )

‘.



-
»
.

: o L (’ , ‘ - :"-c '
. J oo | _

-
» -

(!5 Evaluation requirements at the Federal level. The Commissioner
has responsibility for evaluation under Section 618 of the Act. Specifi- b d
cally, the legislation authorizes (1) annual studies; (2) assessment of ’
the adequacy of information provided by state agencies; and (3) development
of effective methods and procedures for evaluation -
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This degree of explicitness is ofgé) not warranted for a variety of
}easons._ In some cases, the feasibility of conducting a gpecific type of
evaluation is unknown and the details are deferred to th& agency responsible
for carrying out the evaluation. In other instances (e.g., ESEA, Title I)
the law requires the development and implementation of models for estimating
program effects but the SEA and LEA personne] are provided with some dis- ’
cretion’ as to which model they will follow.
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